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Figueros and his successors in Costa
Rica.

I suggest we look to President Frei, of
Chile, at this moment the greatest of
them all, who fought Communists to a
standstill and obtained a free liberal
democratic, New Deal, Fair Deal, New
Frontier, Great Society government in
that magnificent and hard-pressed thin
stretch of liberty in South America, a
government which supports the same es-
sential freedoms which we are so proud
of here.

I suggest we look to Alberto Lleras in
Colombia, and the men who support his
policy there.

These are the true friends of America.
These are the countries where the Alian-
za para el Progreso has the best chance
of success. It is here that we should be
looking to bolster American policy, to
give these men and these countries our
assistance, to hearten them, and con-
gratulate them, because that is where
the friends of the United States of Amer-
ica are located.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o’clock and 39 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until Monday, September
20, 1965, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate September 17, 1965:
U.S. ATTORNEY

Willlam H. Murdock, of North Carolina,
to be U.S. attorney for the middle district of
North Carolina for the term of 4 years.
{Reappointment.)

‘William Medford, of North Carolina, to be
U.S. attorney for the western district of North
Carolina for the term of 4 years. (Reap-
pointment.)

POSTMASTERS
ALASKA

Herbert Apassingok, Sr., Gambell, Alaska,

in place of John Apangalook, resigned.
ARIZONA

Homer L. Fancher, Bullhead City, Ariz., in

place of B. E. Fox, retired.
CALIFORNIA

Dorothy M. Collis, Brentwood, Calif., in
place of R. J. Wallace, retired.

Maynard Green, Covina, Calif., in place of
C. G. McCarn, retired.

Theodore F. Locicero, Monterey, Calif., in
place of L. 8. Brown, retired.

Ellen C. Cothran, Westmorland, Calif., in
place of F. F. Johnson, deceased.

COLORADO

Susan L. Thompson, Frisco, Colo., in place

of R. 5. Foote, retired.

James A. Guadnola, Grand Junction, Colo.,
in place of H. W. Cross, retired.

Robert W. Shewfelt, Parker, Colo., in place
of Sophia Johnson, retired.
CONNECTICUT
Vincent P. Nolan, Southington, Conn., in
place of E. C. Butler, deceased.

IDAHO

Daniel K. Wilson, Lapwal, Idaho, in place of
C. F. Angel, retired.
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ILLINOIS
Joseph A. Stal, Georgetown, Ill., in place
of A. T. Humrichous, retired.
Marlin H. Ferguson, Hartford, Ill., in place
of P. L. Reilley, deceased.
KENTUCKY

Franklin A. Orndorff, Adairville, Ky., in
place of J. R, Trimble, retired.

MAINE

Chester W. Curtis, Richmond, Maine, in
place of Don O. Cate, retired.

MASSACHUSETTS
Frieland C. Peltier, Oxford, Mass., in place
of R. C. Taft, retired.
William F. Griffin, Rutland, Mass,, in place
of D. M. Lincoln, retired.

MICHIGAN

Leonard E. Amidon, Interlochen, Mich., in
place of R. J. Buller, retired.

James R. Budak, Lakeside, Mich., in place
of M. B. Perham, retired.

Calvin P. Leach, Le Roy, Mich., in place
of H. B. Erickson, retired.

Mark C. Dilts, Mesick, Mich., in place of
Ernest Belville, retired.

Lawrence A. Frith, Vermontville, Mich., in
place of R. K. Kilpatrick, transferred.

MISSISSIFPI

William T. Hudspeth, Hickory Flat, Miss.,
in place of N. L. Hall, retired.

MISSOURI

John Rowlett, Jr., Maitland, Mo., in place
of H. R. Cowan, retired.

NEBRASKA
Audrey A. Adams, Lyman, Nebr., in place of
B. E. McKee, deceased.
Theodore R. Gaedke, Wellfleet, Nebr., in
place of P. D. Coder, transferred.

NEW YORK

William B. Chavis, Long Eddy, N.Y. in
place of S. F. Kenney, retired.

NORTH CAROLINA

William E. Twiford, Kill Devil Hills, N.C.,
in place of I. L. Twiford, retired.

NORTH DAKOTA

Edward A. Seel, Rugby, N. Dak., in place
of H. D. Walland, retired.

OHIO

Henry C. Waggoner, Amsterdam, Ohlo, in
place of R. N. Croskey, resigned.

Carl J. Burkhart, Leavittsburg, Ohio, Iin
in place of C. M. Burkhart, retired.

‘Willard C. Gels, Massillon, Ohio, In place
of J. E. Snee, retired.

Willlam P. Moran, Roseville, Ohlo, in place
of M. D, Sowers, deceased.

OEKLAHOMA

Charles M. McCurdy, Tupelo, Okla. in
place of M. J. Finch, deceased.

PENNSYLVANIA

Q. Jean Steinkirchner, Jennerstown, Pa.,
in place of E. K. Hay, retired.

SOUTH DAKOTA

LaVerne V. Johannesen, Erwin, S. Dak,, in
place of Catherine Kazmerzak, retired.

TENNESSEE
Robert M. Sams, Dandridge, Tenn., In
place of R. S. Hill, deceased.
Harold A. Hutcheson, Soddy, Tenn., in
place of J. H. Davenport, retired.

TEXAS

Edison Monroe, Eustace, Tex., in place of
‘W. H. Wheeler, deceased.

Harold A. Doane, Jr., Haslet, Tex., in place
of H. M. George, Jr., removed.
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UTAH
Pete L. Bruno, Price, Utah, in place of
Willlam Grogan, retired.
Ernest R. Farnsworth, Santaquin, Utah,
in place of R. J. Peterson, retired.

WASHINGTON

David L. Gray, Reardan, Wash., in place

of L. A, Schultg, retired.
WEST VIRGINIA

William 8. Penn, Jr., Bluefield, W. Va., in
place of H. B. Faulkner, retired.

Charles H. Gillilan, Jr., Frankford, W. Va.,
in place of C. H. Gillilan, deceased.

WISCONSIN

Sllas J. Paul, Montfort, Wis., in place of
Harvey DiVall, retired.

Richard H. Vollmer, Mukwonago, Wis,, in
place of W. H. Ruppert, retired.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 17, 1965:
U.S. Coast GUARD
The following-named officers to be per-
manent commissioned officers in the Coast
Guard in the grade indicated:
To be lieutenants
Charles F. Reid.
Warren H. Madson.

To be lieutenants (junior grade)

Vincent E. Abraham- Gary L. Rowe

son Carl D, Bossard
John R. Malloy III Richard 8. Bizar
Roy L. Foote

The nominations beginning John J. Soltys,
Jr., to be lieutenant (junior grade), and
ending Ted B. Bryant to be lieutenant
(junior grade), which nominations were re-
celved by the Senate and appeared in the
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, SEpTEMBER 17, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture: I Cor-
inthians 13: 13: And now abideth faith,
hope, and charity, these three; but the
greatest of these is charity.

Almighty God, our help in ages past,
our hope for years to come, we thank
Thee for the heritage of our beloved
country which Thou didst lead through
many difficulties and dangers to this day,
and keep us in the highway of a divine
mission.

We beseech Thee to awaken our minds
and hearts with the wonder of Thy
eternal presence and teach us to hush
the beating of our own hearts that we
may hear Thy voice in the storms and
tumult of our days.

Give us a new sense of Thy power,
when we are torn by dismay and despair,
to guide us safely through the upheavals
of these perilous times.

May our President, the Speaker, and
all the Members of the Congress have
an unwavering trust in Thee as they
serve Thy cause of good will in the world
where there is so much hatred and
confusion.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
Senate of the following title, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S.2084. An act to provide for scenic de-
velopment and road beautification of the
Federal-ald highway systems.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

S.1483. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress
and scholarship in the humanities and the
arts in the United States, and for other

purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 618)
entitled “An act for the relief of Nora
Isabella Samuelli.”

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 602) entitled
“An act to amend the Small Reclama-
tion Projects Act of 1956,” requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. Jackson, Mr, BisLg, Mr.
Moss, Mr. KucaeL, and Mr. Arrorr fo
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1965.
Hon. JorN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House,
The Capitol, Washington, D.C.

My Dear MR. SpEAKER: Pursuant to the
provisions of sectlon 7(a) of the Public
Buildings Act of 1959 for the construction
and alteration of public buildings, and pur-
suant to the provisions of the Independent
Offices Appropriation Act of 1965 for lease
construction, the Committee on Public
Works of the House of Representatives on
September 9, 1965, approved prospectuses for
the following projects which were transmit-
ted to this committee from the General
Services Administration:

CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILDINGS

California: Van Nuys (1) post office, (2)
Federal office building.

Connecticut: New Haven, post office, court-
house, Federal office building.

Delaware: Dover, Federal office building.

Louisiana: Houma, post office, Federal
office bullding.

Michigan: Saginaw, Federal office building.

New York: New York, Court of Appeals.

Ohlo: Akron, (1) post office, (2) court-
house, Federal office building; Dayton, (1)
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post office, (2) courthouse, Federal office
building.

Puerto Rico: San Juan, (1) courthouse,
Federal office building, (2) warehouse and
motor vehicle facility.

Virginia: Quantico, FBI Academy.

Total: 14 projects.

ALTERATION PROJECTS

Ohio: Cineinnati, post office annex.
Oklahoma: Oklahoma City, post office,
courthouse.
Washington: Seattle, Federal office build-
ing,
‘Washington, D.C.: Executive office building.
Total: Four projects.
LEASED OFFICE PROJECTS
Missouri: Columbia, Department of Ag-
riculture (see attached amendment).
New York: New York, Bureau of Customs
(World Trade Center).
Total: Two projects.
Sincerely yours,
GEORGE H. FALLON,
Chairman.

AMENDMENT TO PROSPECTUS FOR
CorumMBia, Mo.

All necessary Federal agencies which are
to be housed within the proposed building
will be located therein, with the exception of
the Federal Crop Insurance Agency, located
at Sedalia, Mo., which will remain at its
present location.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 305]

Adair Gilligan Rivers, Alaska
Anderson, Gray Rivers, 8.C.

Tenn, Hanna Roncallo
Andrews, Hansen, JTowa Rooney, Pa.

George W. Hébert Roudebush
Arends Ichord Roybal
Berry Karth Senner
Bolton Latta Shipley
Bonner McClory Smith, Towa
Brown, Calif. Mackay Smith, N.Y.
Cahill Mackie Sullivan
Clark May Taylor
Clawson, Del Miller Thomas
Craley Moeller Thompson, Tex.
Dawson Morris Todd
Eving, Tenn. Morse Toll
Fallon Nelsen Tunney
Farnsley Olsen, Mont. Tupper
Fino Ottinger Van Deerlin
Foley Pepper Vigorito
Ford, Powell Widnall

William D.  Pucinski Wilson, Bob
Gallagher Reifel

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 368
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works may have until mid-
night tonight to file a conference report
on 8. 4, the water pollution control bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?
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Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
intend to object—I should like to say
that I agree with the request of the
gentleman. Ibelieve this a matter finally
getting here for final decision which
should have been here a long time ago
before the House.

I have consistently, as ruling Republi-
can of the House conferees, insisted upon
our holding conferences in respect to
water pollution. This matter went to
conference way back in May. TUnfor-
tunately, the attitude of the other body
was rather unyielding. We have finally
come up with a conference which shows
some willingness to give and take, to
reach a consensus, and to exercise our
legislative judgment. I would say to
the gentleman from Minnesota and to
the House—and I say this with regard
to the minority and the majority, as well
as the other body—it is most unfortunate
that a similar attitude of willingness to
give and take, to try to come up with a
consensus and to do what is right, has
not prevailed this week so far as the
highway beautification bill which is being
demanded by certain parties in the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government is
concerned and this is because of execu-
tive interference. I would hope that a
similar attitude would prevail in our com-
mittee relating to this matter as existed
on water pollution. On S. 4, the water
pollution bill, as amended in the House
was, after successful bipartisan drafts-
manship, the House worked unanimously
for. This was accomplished because we
were permitted to work our will—not
dictated to by the White House or the
Executive.

I will say frankly that I have never
before seen such pressures and arm
twisting from the executive branch of
the Government in my experience in the
House of Representatives, as I have seen
with respect to the highway beautifi-
cation bill. I hope the Executive will
withdraw the pressure troops that have
swarmed over the Hill this week and will
give us an opportunity to work our will
over this weekend. Congress should not
be a rubberstamp for the Executive, and
especially when this week's Executive in-
terference with the proper legislative
process has resulted in the Senate pass-
ing a wholly unworkable bill and re-
sulting in passing Executive dictated
amendment that do not make sense and
that are unworkable.

For instance, the Senate took ver-
batim section 131(b) so that 10 percent
of State highway funds will be withheld
upon noncompliance “when payable”
and thus would include some $7 billion
in unpaid vouchers for work already
completed but unpaid even though
some of this construction was completed
some 10 years ago. How stupid. Yet
the Executive demands our rubber
stamping such obviously unfair amend-
ments.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR DEFENSE, 1966

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
10323) making appropriations for mili-
tary construction for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1966, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFERENCE REPorT (H. REPT. NO. 1018)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10323) “making appropriations for military
construction for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
for other purposes,” having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 5 and 10.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, ag follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$323,443,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum pro by said amend-
ment insert “$316,305,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$348,273,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$64,268,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$665,846,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
Heu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert: “$39,845,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the sum named in sald amendment
insert: “$65,862,000”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
Heu of the sum named in said amendment
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insert: “$70,934,000"”; and the Senate agree to
the same.
RoserT L. F. BIKES,
JoHN J. McFALL,
EpwarD J. PATTEN,
CrLARENCE D. LONG,
GEORGE MAHON,
E. A. CEDERBERG,
CHARLES R. JONAS,
Frankg T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JoHN STENNIS,
Ricuarp B, RUSSELL,
ArLAW BIBLE,
AvrreErN J. ELLENDER,
Harny FrLoop BYRD,
TrHoMas H. EUCHEL,
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
RoMAN L, HRUSKA,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 10323) making ap-
propriations for military construction for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other purposes,
submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon
and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report as to each of such amend-
ments, namely:

Amendment No. 1—Military Construction,
Army: Appropriates $323,443,000 instead of
$319,732,000 as proposed by the House and
$332,039,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the following addi-
tions and deletions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

Troop houslng. oo -+ 81, 500, 000
Fort Sam Houston, medical

Iaborator Y e e +1, 300, 000
Anniston Arsenal, combat ve-

hicle: BHOP. s cammnm --837, 000
New Cumberland Depot, ad-

ministrative space--—aeee-wn 400, 000
Walter Reed, alterations to

Incinerator. - ccananm e 414, 000
Cameron Statlon, dispensary_._ —168, 000

Army Pictorial Center, reha-
bilitation of buildings 1

and 2 —b572, 000

The House approved $70,042,000 for en-
listed men's barrack complexes at seven
locations. The Senate approved $72,443,000
for complexes at six locations. The conferees
have approved $71,542,000 for the six loca-
tions approved by the Senate.

Amendment No, 2—Military Construction,
Navy: Appropriates $316,305,000 instead of
$312,357,000 as proposed by the House and
$320,603,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have agreed to the following addi-
tions and deletions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

NSY, Bremerton—BOQ.________ ~+ $765, 000
NAS, Oceana—aircraft mainte-

nance hangar. . oo ocaomo +2, 983, 000
MCAS, Cherry Point—barracks

rehabilitation - ce oo -+295, 000
Naval Academy—sclience build-

D e e T =176, 000
NS Roosevelt Roads—gate

BOIIR0 . s s vt i e e +45, 000
NAF El Centro—community fa-

o g - O B SN N +1, 041, 000
NAS Iwakuni—barracks. . .- +1, 143, 000
NAS Norfolk—flight hazard re-

oyt PR O W - e S —2, 500, 000

Amendment No. 3—Military Construction,
Air Force: Appropriates $348,273,000 instead
of $337,478,000 as proposed by the House and
$355,410,000 as proposed by the Senate, The
conferees have agreed to the following addi-
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tions and deletions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

Griffiss APB—electronics lab-

oratory. +#1, 608, 000
Tinker AFB—base exchange..- -+-427, 000
Lackland AFB—theater______.. --492, 000
Williams AFB—alircraft main-

tenance shop_-_ - _______ 4432, 000
Andrews AFB—headquarters

S e ol T S el L =+ 1, 650, 000
Grand Forks AFB—base ex-

ehRange. s e -+ 150, 000
Air Force Academy . -cceceeea 4250, 000
Elmendorf AFB — heating

e e e S s e —+1, 225, 000
MacDill AFB—headquarters

v B et S A AR e +-8, 600, 000
Ballistic missiles/space—con-

tingencles. o e ~+750, 000
Osan, Korea—division head-

gquarters -+ 400, 000
Toul Rosieres, France—radio

facility. 492, 000
Minor construction. .- -+-837, 000
Ent AFB—dormitory.ceeceaan —419, 000
Holloman AFB—commissary.__ —193, 000
Carswell AFB—auto mainte-

Yianes shop)_ ol =2 _°5 —201, 000
Tachikawa AB, Japan—BOQ.__ —305, 000

The conferees have approved the action of
the House in denying funds for certain addi-
tional administrative facilities at McClellan
AFB, California; Tinker AFB, Oklahoma; and
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. Adequate con-
sideration has not been given to determin-
ing the most econornical means of meeting
the requirements for administrative facilities
at these installations, including maximum
utilization of existing facilities and the ex-
tent of the total requirements at each base.
The Department of Defense should make ad-
ditional studies as to these requirements
and, if additional funds are necessary, in-
clude requests therefor in future military
construction programs.

The conferees have approved the action of
the House in denying funds for bachelor offi-
cer quarters at Chanute AFB, Illinois in the
amount of $329,000. The Air Force should
consolidate all of the BOQ requirements at
this installation in a single building in the
manner contemplated in the authorizing
legislation.

Amendment No. 4—Military Construction,
Defense Agencies: Appropriates $64,268,000
instead of $63,468,000 as proposed by the
House and $65,131,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees have agreed to the
following additions to the amounts and line
items as proposed by the House:

Defense Atomic Support Agency, Johnston
Island AB:

-+ $500,000
--300,000

Amendment No. 5—Military Construction,
Naval Reserve: Appropriates 9,600,000 as
proposed by the House instead of 9,590,000
as proposed by the Senate. The conferees
are in agreement that the project approved
by the Senate in the amount of 90,000 for
the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training
Center, Little Rock, Arkansas shall be ac-
complished with the funds available for this
appropriation item.

Amendment No. 6—Family Housing, De-
fense: Appropriates $665,846,000 instead of
$683,960,000 as proposed by the House and
$647,731,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees have approved funds for the con-
struction of 8,500 units of new family hous-
ing instead of 9,500 units as proposed by the
House and 7,600 units as proposed by the
Senate. These funds are to be allocated to
the military services by type and location by
the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary is
directed to inform the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate of the allocations to the
several services prior to the execution of this
program,
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Amendment No. 7—Family Housing, De-
fense: Authorizes not to exceed $39,845,000
for the construction of family housing for
the Army instead of $42,282,000 as proposed
by the House and $37,408,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 8—Family Housing, De-
fense: Authorizes not to exceed $65,862,000
for the construction of family housing for
the Navy and Marine Corps instead of $73,~
415,000 as proposed by the House and $58,-
809,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9—Family Housing, De-
fense: Authorizes not to exceed $£70,934,000
for the construction of family housing for
the Air Force instead of $79,0568,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $62,809,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate,

Amendment No. 10—General Provisions:
Deletes language proposed by the Senate.

RosBerT L. F. SIKES,

JoHN J. McFaLL,

EpwaRD J, PATTEN,

CrareNcE D. LoNeg,

GEORGE MAHON,

E. A. CEDERBERG,

CHARLES R. JONAS,

Frang T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and in-
clude certain tabulations showing a sum-
mary of the congressional actions to date
on the budget estimates for military con-
struction with appropriate comparisons.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, this bill pro-
vides approximately $1.1 billion—$1,-
090,789,000—for the military construec-
tion and family housing program for the
Department of Defense. The conference
report is $2.9 million—$2,869,000—below
the amount approved by the Senate and
$1.1 million above the amount approved
by the House. It is $292.4 million—$292,-
365,000—below the budget estimates.

The principal difference between the
two bills was in the area of family hous-
ing. The House approved funds for the
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construction of 9,500 units at specific lo-
cations, The Senate reduced this to
7,500 units to be located as determined
by the Secretary of Defense. The con-
ferees have approved the construction
of 8,500 units to be located at sites as
determined by the Secretary of Defense
from among those athorized by law and
after notification to the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate of his proposed
action.

A detailed list of the action of the con-
ferees on the specific line items is con-
tained in the conference report.

It is with some pride that the Com-
mittee again points to the fact that we
have done more this year than in many
years previous to improve troop housing.

The conference report is unanimous
on the part of the managers, on the part
of the House, and the Senate. I feel that
it will provide an excellent construction
program for fiscal year 1966 and I urge
its adoption.

Conference action compared with—
1965 appro- | 1966 budget Passed Passed Conference
Item priation estimate House Senate action
1965 appro- | 1966 budget House Senate
priation estimate
MiLiTaRY CONSTRUCTION
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Milltary construction, Army. ..o oooeeeoeoae $300, 363,000 | $441, 400,000 | $319, 732,000 | $332, 039, 000 | $323, 443, 000 |--$23, 050, 000 |—$117, 957, 000| +-$3, 711, 000 |—$8, 506, 000
Military construction, Arm IR 5, 000, 000 =35, 000,
M:i]itary oonstruction .Ermy Natlonal
uard .- --| 10,800, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 —800,000 | --10, 000, 000
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Military construetion, Navy_..........______ 247,867,000 | 338,300,000 | 312,357,000 | 320,608,000 | 316,305 000 | 68,438 000 | —21,995 000 | -3, 048,000 | —4,208, 000
Military construction, Naval Reserve._... . 7, 000, 000 , 500, 9, 500, 000 9, 590, 000 , 500, -2, 500, 000 =90, 000
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
Military construction, Air Force. . _.._.__._. 332,101,000 | 422,000,000 | 337,478,000 | 355,410,000 ( 348, 273, 000 16, 172, 000 | —73, 727, 000 | --10, 795, 000 | —7, 137, 000
Military construction, Air Force Reserve__ 5, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 R B B el S TR =) S S T e 2
Military construction, Air National Guard._ 14, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 10, 000, 000 | —4, 000, 000
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Military construction, Defense agencles. ....| 12, 656, 000 83, 200, 000 63, 468, 000 65, 131, 000 64, 268,000 | -51, 612, 000 | —18, 932, 000 -+-800, 000 —863, 000
Loran stations, Department of Defense_ ____ 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 00O 5, 000, 000 o O U e ] ol R E
Total, military construction........... 939, 817, 000 {1, 313, 400, 000 |1, 071, 535, 000 |1, 111, 773, 000 {1, 090, 789, 000 |4-150, 972, 000 |—222, 611, 000 | 4-19, 254, 000 |—20, 984, 000
Faumy Hovsive, DEFENSE
Family housing, Army:
............................ 85, 600, 000 54, 064, 000 42, 282, 000 37,408, 000 39,846,000 | -+4, 245,000 | —14,219,000 | —2,437,000 | 42,437,000
Operation, maintenance, and debt pay-
................................. 173,328,000 | 181,156,000 | 180,649,000 | 180,649,000 | 180,649,000 | <7,321,000 BT 00 o e e i
Family housing, Navy and Marine Corps:
Tk T T R R S S o 64, 544, 000 92, 140, 000 78,415, 000 58, 309, 000 66,862,000 | -+1,318,000 | —26,278,000 | ~7,568,000 | 47,553, 000
Operation, maintenance, and debt pay-
B e D 97,739, 000 96, 948, 000 96, 812, 000 86, 812, 000 06,812, 000 =027, 000 —136, 000 3L
anlly housing, Air Force:
Construction 57, 689, 000 99, 200, 000 79, 058, 000 62, 809, 000 70,934,000 | 413,345,000 | —28, 366,000 | —8, 124,000 | -8, 125, 000
Operation, maintenance, and debt pay-
ments. 108, 850, 000 | 209, 307,000 | 209,049,000 | 209,049,000 | 200,049,000 | 410,160,000 [—258, 000,000 |.
Family housing, Defense agencies:
Construction 981, 000 408, 000 406, 000 406, 000 408, 000 —575,000 |-
Operatlon, maintenance, and debt pay-
ments. 2, 511, 000 2, 289, 000 2, 288, D00 2,289, 000 2, 289, 000 —222, 000
Total, family housing 631,151,000 | 735,600,000 | 683,060,000 | 647,731,000 | 665,846,000 | 434, 695 000 | —69, 754,000 | —18, 114, 000 |18, 115, 000
Grand total 1, 570, 968, 000 (2, 049, 000, 000 {1, 755, 495, 000 |1, 759, 504, 000 |1, 7566, 635, 000 |4-185, 667, 000 |—292, 365,000 | -1,140,000 | —2, 860, 000

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. MIZE. Will the gentleman from
Floride, explain why an item of $9,300,-
000 for enlisted men’s barracks at Fort
Riley, Kans., which was in the original
authorization bill was knocked out of

the appropriations bill? And can I be
reasonably assured it will be put back
next year?

Mr. SIKES. I shall be happy to an-
swer the question of the distinguished
gentleman from Kansas. An item of $9
million for Fort Riley was included for
barracks and other facilities in the
House version of the bill. The item was

deleted in the Senate. In the confer-
ence and in discussion with the military
it was brought out that Fort Riley is in
the process of losing, because of ship-
ment overseas, a division of troops.
Earlier it had been anticipated housing
spaces and training facilities would be
required for them. This action relieves
the pressing demand at this time for
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troop housing and training facilities at
Fort Riley. It is something that had
not been anticipated at the time hear-
ings were held on the bill in the House.
I should think, however, there is little
doubt there will be a requirement for
these facilities in the future, and it is
my understanding that the Department
of Defense expects to ask for them to
be included in next year's bill. Fort
Riley is a permanent facility and there
is a need for modernization of its fa-
cilities.

Mr. MIZE.
from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman will recall, I am sure,
that when this matter went through the
House I raised a question with regard to
the MacDill Air Force Base Headquar-
ters facility which, I understand, was re-
quested by the Air Force; $3,600,000
would be required, and that was not in-
cluded in the House bill but, as I under-
stand, was included in the bill in the
other body. It has now been included in
this conference report; it was agreed to,
is that not correct?

Mr. SIKES. May I state to my dis-
tinguished friend that much important
evidence has been submitted in behalf
of the administrative facility at this base
since the action of the House, which had
not been presented at that time. The
Army and Air Force both submitted
strong additional evidence and made a
more convincing case for the construc-
tion of the facility. Undoubtedly the
present facilities are badly overcrowded
due to the influx of Air Force personnel
in other units which had not been an-
ticipated at the time this headquarters
was stationed at MacDill.

In addition to the interest of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. CraMmer] let
me emphasize the strong and active in-
terest of the distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr Giesowns] who repre-
sents the distriect in which the base is
located; in fact, the interest of most of
the Members of the Florida delegation,
and that of the two United States Sen-
ators from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. SIKES. I yield further to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentleman as chairman
of the House conferees for accepting the
headquarters facilities in this appropria-
tion. It certainly is needed.

Mr., Speaker, I am sure the gentle-
man knows of my interest, even though
MaeDill is not now in my district, it hav-
ing been in my previous district for some
8 years.

I believe the gentleman further knows
that many of those working on base
at MacDill live in my district which is
located right across the bay.

Third, during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, when this decision to lo-
cate the base there was under delibera-
tion, I was one to take a lead in an

I thank the gentleman
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effort to get the Defense Department to
see the benefits and the merits of this
particular location. Those are the rea-
sons for my continuing interest in this
matter. I congratulate the gentleman
from Florida for agreeing to include it
in the conference report.

Mr. SIKES. 1 appreciate the com-
ments of the gentleman.

A great many people urged that Strike
Command be located in Florida, just as
a great many people have been inter-
ested in this headquarters command
faculty. I find it is doing a very good
job. Strike Command at MacDill is
commanded by one of the outstanding
persons in the military service, General
Paul Adams. It is an alert, up-to-the-
minute, ready command—an important
part of the Nation’s defense. Any State
could well be proud, as Florida is proud,
to have it in our midst.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time
as he may consume to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CEDER-
BERG], the ranking minority member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, the
time that I shall take on this conference
report will be very, very brief.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Flor-
ida, the chairman of our subcommittee,
has stated very clearly the important
points involved in this conference report.

If there is any area where I would
have any difference of opinion, it would
probably be in family housing.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Florida stated, we put 9,500 units in our
bill and the Senate put 7,500 units. We
compromised at 8,500 units.

I believe the 9,500 units which we
placed in the original bill were needed in
view of the housing situation at the mili-
tary installations. However, as is true
in all conferences, a compromise was
reached, and I support this compromise.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. SPRINGER. May I ask the gen-
tleman from Michigan if the same hous-
ing for the troops and airmen at Cha-
nute is contained in this conference re-
port that was in the bill as passed by the
House?

Mr. CEDERBERG. Yes, I believe it is.

Mr., SPRINGER. It has not been
changed?

Mr. CEDERBERG.
changed.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, may I state
that the troop housing for Chanute is
the same as that which was approved
in the bill as passed by the House. It
was approved by the Senate in the same
amount. That item was not before the
conference. As I recall, it provides bar-
rack spaces for 1,600 troops and also pro-
vides for certain messing facilities. It
goes far toward meeting troop housing
modernization requirements at Chanute.

It will be recalled that the initial budg-
et request would have provided housing
spaces for 600 persons, without new mess-

It has not been
will the

September 17, 1965

ing facilities. The authorization was
for a greater number of mess facilities.
The action taken by the appropriations
committees is for a larger number than
was recommended by the Department of
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Boces). The question is on the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND RE-
MARKS

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks in the Recorp on the
conference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Florida?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1966

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (HR.
9221) making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. RePT. 1006)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
0221) “making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1986, and for other purposes,'
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ment numbered 61.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32,
33, 84, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, b2, 53, 64, 55, 686, 5T, 58,
and 59; and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *$1,135,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$125,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.
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Amendment numbered 60: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 60, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lleu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:

“Sec. 638. None of the funds provided
herein shall be used to pay any recipient of
a grant for the conduct of a research project
an amount equal to as much as the entire
cost of such project.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 63: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 63, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said amend-
ment insert:

“Sec. 640, None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available for the expenses
of the Special Training Enlistment Program
(STEP).”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 64: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 64, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the number proposed in said
amendment, insert: “641"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 8, 10, 16,
24, 31, and 62,

GEORGE MAHON,
RoOEBERT L. SIKES,
JaMIE L. WHITTEN,
DawiEL J, FLoobp,
ALBERT THOMAS,
JoHN J. McFaLL,
GLENARD P. LIPSCOMBE,
MeLvIN R. LAIRD,
Winriam E. MINSHALL,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JoHN STENNIS,
RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
CarL HAYDEN,
Lister HILL,
JoHN L. McOLELLAN,
ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Harey Froop BYrD,
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
MmuToN R. YOUNG,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 9221) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tlon agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments; namely:

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL
Military personnel, Army

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $4,092,-
291,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$4,096,100,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 2: Deletes, as proposed by
the Senate, House language relating to lim-
itatlon on permanent change of station
travel.

Amendment No. 3: Deletes word, as pro-
posed by the Senate, correcting introduction
to proviso.

Military personnel, Navy

Amendment No. 4: Deletes, as proposed by
the Senate, House language relating to lim-
itation on permanent change of station
travel.

Military personnel, Marine Corps

Amendment No. 5: Deletes, as proposed by
the Senate, House language relating to
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limitation on permanent change of station
travel.
Military personnel, Air Force

Amendment No. 6: Deletes, as proposed by
the Senate, House language relating to
limitation on permanent change of station
travel,

Amendment No. 7: Deletes word, as pro-
posed by the Senate, correcting introduction
to proviso.

Reserve personnel, Army

Amendment No. 8: Reported in disagree-
ment. It is the intention of the mansagers
on the part of the House to offer a motion
to recede and concur with an amendment
which will provide that the Army Reserve
be programed to atiain an end strength of
270,000 in fiscal year 1966.

It is the intention of the Committee of
Conference, by its actions in connection with
amendments 8, 10, and 62, to expressly dis-
approve a realinement or reorganization of
the Army Reserve and Army Natlonal Guard
as had been proposed in the budget estimates
for fiscal year 1966. It is further intended
to express disapproval of a subsequently of-
fered plan providing for a limited realine-
ment or reorganization in 17 States. It
should be clear from this action that the
realinement or reorganization of the Army
Reserve Components can be effected only
through the enactment of appropriate law.

National Guard personnel, Army

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $271,800,-
000 as proposed by the Senate Instead of
$266,200,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 10: Reported in disagree-
ment. It is the intention of the managers
on the part of the House to offer a motion to
recede and concur with an amendment which
will provide that the Army National Guard
be programed to attain an end strength of
not less than 380,000 in fiscal year 1966.

TITLE II—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
Operation and maintenance, Army

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $3,483,-
600,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$3,475,200,000 as proposed by the House.
Operation and maintenance, Defense Agencies

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $533,-
490,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$533,762,000 as proposed by the House.

TITLE III—PROCUREMENT
Procurement of equipment and missiles,
Army

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates §1,204,-
800,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$1,205,800,000 as proposed by the House.

Other procurement, Navy

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $1,135,-
000,000 instead of $1,120,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $1,149,900,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION
Emergency fund, Defense

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $125,-
000,000 instead of $150,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $100,000,000 as proposed by
the Benate.

TITLE V—EMERGENCY FUND, SOUTHEAST ASIA

Amendment No. 16: Reported in disagree-
ment.

It is the intention of the managers on the
part of the House to offer a motion to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment provid-
ing $1,700,000,000 for the Emergency Fund,
Southeast Asia.

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 17: Corrects title number.

Amendments Nos. 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23:
Correct section numbers.

Amendment No. 24: Reported in disagree-
ment.
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It is the intention of the managers on the
part of the House to offer a motion to recede
and concur in the amendment of the Senate
providing authority for the purchase of milk
for enlisted personnel heretofore made avall-
able through the Department of Agriculture,
vt;ith a technical correction to the legal cita-
tion.

Amendments Nos. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30:
Correct section numbers.

Amendment No. 31: Reported in disagree-
ment.

It is the intention of the managers on the
part of the House to offer a motion to recede
and concur In the Senate amendment which
provides notification to the Committees on
Appropriations of use of authorities con-
tained in section 612 and provides for a re-
port of obligations monthly in connection
therewith.

Amendments Nos. 32, 33, and 84: Correct
section numbers.

Amendments Nos. 85 and 36: Provides lan-
guage proposed by the Senate limiting house-
hold goods shipments to 11,000 pounds net
in any one shipment instead of language pro-
posed by the House allowing 13,000 pounds
for general officers, 12,000 pounds for colonels,
and 11,000 pounds for all others.

Amendments Nos. 87, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56,
57, 58, and 59: Correct section numbers.

Amendment No. 60: Restores language pro-
posed by the House respecting sharing of
costs of research project grants, and corrects
section number.

The committee of conference, in agreeing
to the language of the House, does not intend
to approve the granting of funds in excess of
the total amount justified in the budget
presentations.

Amendment No. 61: Strikes language
proposed by the Senate with respect to the
allocation of funds for repair, alteration,
and conversion of naval vessels.

The commitiee of conference is agreed
that the most effective practical use of both
public and private shipyards must continue
to be made since both are essential to the
security of the Nation. The committee of
conference is in agreement that allocations
of funds for ship repair, alteration, and con-
version should be made to both public and
private yards on a reasonable and equitable
basis consistent with the national interest.
It is requested that the Secretary of Defense
keep the appropriate committees of Con-
gress informed at least quarterly of the allo-
cations of funds for such purposes.

Amendment No. 62: Reported in disagree-
ment. It is the intention of the managers
on the part of the House to offer a motion
to recede and concur with an amendment
which will provide that funds may be trans-
ferred to implement a realignment or re-
organization of the Army Reserve Com-
ponents only upon the approval by Con-
gress through the enactment of law of such
a realignment or reorganization.

Amendment No. 63: Provides that no funds
be used for expenses of the special training
enlistment program, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, and corrects section number.

Amendment No. 64: Corrects section
number.

GEORGE MAHON,
RoeerT L. F. SIKES,
JAMIE L. WHITTEN,
DaNIEL J. FLOOD,
ALBERT THOMAS,
JorN J. McFALL,
GLENARD P, LIPSCOMSB,
MEeLVIN R. LAIRD,
WirLLiam E. MINSHALL,
Frank T. Bow,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, the House passed the de-
fense appropriation bill last June 23. It
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was passed by the other body on August
25. Some time has elapsed since the ac-
tion of the other body on this measure.

There were certain items in contro-
versy with which we had some difficulty,
but all of the controversies were settled,
and we bring you a conference report
today which I think will be reasonably
satisfactory to the membership of the
House.

The bill provides for tofal appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
in the sum of $46,887,163,000. This is
considerably in excess of the amount
which passed the House, $1,698,919,000,
to be exact. When the bill passed the
House no funds, especially identified as
such, were provided for southeast Asia.
In the defense supplemental bill for 1965
enacted earlier in the session we provided
for a special appropriation of $700 mil-
lion for the southeast Asia operation.

For fiscal year 1966, a budget amend-
ment went to the other body, after this
bill was passed by the House, in which
the additional sum of $1.7 billion was re-
quested for use in the conflict in south-
east Asia.

That amount was incorporated in the
Senate version of the bill and the House
conferees have accepted precisely the
language and the amount for southeast
Asia as proposed in the budget amend-
ment and as recommended by the other
body.

With respect to the items in contro-
versy, there has been, as Members of the
House know, considerable discussion
throughout the year of a proposed re-
alinement or reorganization of the Army
National Guard and the Army Reserve.
When the House passed the defense bill
in June, mention was made of this prob-
lem in the report and the committee
stated that the matter was, in the view of
the Committee on Appropriations, a leg-
islative matter which should be handled
by the legislative committee. However,
in conference it was determined there
was no likelihood of legislation in this
session of the Congress. The House had
already approved separate funds for the
Army National Guard and Army Reserve
and the other body did likewise. But the
other body insertec a mandatory pro-
vision which would require maintenance
of a certain average strength in the
Army National Guard and in the Army
Reserve. It also provided that there
could be no transfers of funds for a re-
vision of the alinement of the Guard
and Reserve without the passage of leg-
islation by the Congress. So a compro-
mise was worked out with respect to this
situation which I think is agreeable. The
Department of Defense will not be able
to effect a realinement or reorganization
of Guard and Reserve forces without the
enactment of legislation.

The Senate-proposed mandatory
strength levels for the Guard and Reserve
were modified in conference so as to pro-
vide that the Reserve would be pro-
gramed to attain an end strength of
270,000 men and the Guard would be
programed for an end strength of not less
than 380,000 men. This would give the
National Guard an opportunity to in-
crease the size of that component, which
increase is already underway.
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I should make reference to the so-
called 65-35 provision having to do with
the allocation of ship repair, alteration,
and conversion work between the public
and private shipyards. The House ver-
sion of the bill did not contain any lan-
guage in regard to the division of work.
Earlier in the year the Congress had
modified the law and the House report
urged that every effort should be made
to make an equitable distribution of the
work for repair, conversion and altera-
tion. The other body put into the bill
the so-called 65-35 provision which had
been in the bill in previous years, with
an escape clause authorizing that it be
set aside under certain conditions. The
Senate receded and the language of the
65-35 provision was stricken out of the
bill and is not before you at this time.

The Department of Defense has been
very much interested in a program
known as STEP—the special training en-
listment program. This program was
aimed at assisting those volunteers who
are not able in the first instance to pass
the requirements for voluntary enlist-
ment.

That program was stricken out in the
other body, and the action of the Sen-
ate was adopted in the conference.

I believe it is fair to say that adoption
of the conference report today will re-
emphasize the attitude and the position
of the Congress with respect to America’s
position in the world. The passage of the
bill providing for $46.8 billion will tell
friends and foes alike that the Congress
proposes that the United States shall
remain strong and determined to main-
tain its position in the world and pro-
mote, wherever it can, the cause of free-
dom and security. I think that that is
the best position for the Congress to as-
sume. There is nothing in the bill today
to lead anyone to believe that Congress
in any sense embraces a policy of vacil-
lation or appeasement. I think we all
agree that firmness and strength are
very important at this uncertain hour.

Under leave to extend, Mr. Speaker, I
should like to summarize the bill and the
conference agreement, by titles of the

ill,

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL

Few items were at issue in the appro-
priations for “Military personnel” other
than those previously discussed with re-
spect to the Army Reserve components,
and the STEP program. As a result of
agreements reached on the Reserve sit-
uation and the STEP program, the Sen-
ate figures were accepted in connection
with military personnel, Army, and Na-
tional Guard personnel, Army.

Provisions written into the bill and ap-
proved by the House with respect to lim-
itations on permanent change of station
travel were deleted inasmuch as the sit-
uation in South Vietnam obviously re-
quires more such travel than had been
contemplated in the budget estimates
and thus any figures related to the
budget are no longer necessarily ap-
plicable.

TITLE II—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Here again, little was at issue. Action
on the Reserve components matter and
the STEP program established that the
amount in the appropriation “Operation
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and maintenance, Army,” should be that
of the Senate bill.

The Senate position with respect to a
few minor items under the heading “Op-
eration and maintenance, Defense agen-
cies” was agreed to.

TITLE III—PROCUREMENT

The conference agreement indicates
the restoration of about one-half of the
House reduction in funds for “Other
procurement, Navy,” where it is felt that
additional recoupments can be expected,
thus supporting the House position.
However, it is also obvious that addi-
tional requirements will exist because of
the situation in South Vietnam.

TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND

EVALUATION EMERGENCY FUND, DEFENSE

The conference agreement, on the only
item in this title in conference, provides
an appropriation of $125 million for the
emergency fund instead of the $15 mil-
lion requested and provided by the House
and the $100 million provided by the Sen=-
ate. The $125 million provided is the
same amount as was appropriated last
year., The emergency fund is available
for transfer to any of the research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation appro-
priation accounts or for procurement or
productions related thereto in order to
make available to the Department of De-
fense, without delay, such funds as may
be required to expeditiously exploit un-
foreseen scientific and technological
breakthroughs.

Both the House and Senate committee
reports voice opposition to the actions
of the Department of Defense in using
the emergency fund to finance low-prior-
ity programs which were not of an emer-
gency nature and for expending consid-
erable amounts from the emergency fund
during the last month of the fiscal year
for programs which were otherwise un-
funded or insufficiently funded in order
to obligate the money before the appro-
priation expired.

The nature of research and develop-
ment is such that an emergency fund
is a useful and important device and its
proper use could save the Government
money and time since the emergency
fund can be provided in lieu of contin-
gency amounts for various programs.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS

I believe that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House, and
remarks previously made, generally
cover the items which were in conference
on this title. There is, however, a prob-
lem in connection with research grants.

The Defense appropriation bill is the
third appropriation bill this year to in-
clude a new, more flexible limitation on
the sharing of the costs of research
grants by recipient institutions and the
Government. Heretofore, the same bills
had carried a limitation which provided
that the Government should not pay a
sum for indirect costs of research grants
which exceeded 20 percent of the direct
costs of each such grant.

That limitation did not adversely af-
fect the basic research program of the
Department of Defense in any signifi-
cant way since the Defense Department
depends primarily on research contracts,
not on grants. This seems to be proper.
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Other agencies of the Government have
the primary responsibility for the ad-
vancement of basic scientific knowledge
and such agencies very properly make
large numbers of research grants. The
Department of Defense, while a user of
scientific knowledge, has as its primary
responsibility the maintenance of mili-
tary forces.

The conferees agreed that the new
and more flexible provision would be
given a trial. They also agreed that this
action should not be construed by the
Department of Defense to be permis-
sion to rapidly enlarge its research grant
program and stated, in the statement
of the managers on the part of the
House, that the amount of funds ex-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

pended for grants should not exceed the
amount justified in the budget presenta-
tions.

The committee of conference is in
agreement that while the new provision
does not include specific percentages for
cost sharing, the costs to be borne by
the recipients should be more than
token. The Federal Government should
encourage cost sharing on the part of
the recipients of Federal research grants
to the maximum extent equitable to both
the recipient and the Government. No
specific target percentage or floor was
agreed on. If a recipient wishes to as-
sume 95 percent of the cost of a project
the Government should let him do so.
Requirements for expensive special

Summary of appropriations
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equipment and facilities, for instance,
vary widely according to the nature of
the research undertaken. The flexibil-
ity of the new provision is intended to
enable the Government to more equitably
provide for such differences and is not
intended to downgrade the principle of
cost sharing. It is hoped that the Bu-
reau of the Budget, in prescribing stand-
ards for the executive branch, will give
adequate consideration to the necessity
for cost sharing.

I now submit the usual summary of
appropriations tabulation showing the
appropriations for 1965, the budget esti-
mates, the action of both House and
Senate, and the conference agreement
with appropriate comparisons:

[In thousands]
Conference action compared with—
Item 1965 appro- | 1966 budget Passed Passed Confe
priation estimate House Senate action
1065 appro- Budget House Senate
priations estimate

Title I—Military personnel____..__..__..._..... £14, 666,000 | $14,618,100 | $14, 656,600 | $14,0658,301 | $14, 658,301 —$7, 609 +$40, 201 S8, 700 |l

‘Title II—Operation and maintenance______.__ 12, 445, 878 12, 534, 244 12, 547, 144 12, 555, 272 12, 555, 272 109, 304 -+21, 028 +8,128 |aeaene

Title III—Procurement_ . ..o ... --azoooo- 13, 422, 047 11, 411, 700 11, 300, 000 11, 418, 800 11,404,000 | =2, 018, 047 -7, 700 14,000 | —$14, 900
Title IV—Research, development, test, and

ik A AT S S I T 6, 448, 520 6, 708, 800 6, 504, 500 6, 544, 500 6, 569, 500 120, 980 —138, 300 —25,000 | --25, 000

Title V—Emergency fund, southeast Asia_____ 700, 000 1700000 | =2 coam iz 1, 700, 000 1,700 000 | 1,000,000 |- ccmeeeeammaa +1,700,000 |- _-____

Total, titles I, I, IIL, IV, and V_____.._ 47, 682, 445 46, 972, 844 45, 178, 244 46, 877, 063 46, 887, 163 —795, 282 —865,681 | 1,698,919 | --10,100
Distribution of appropriations by organiza-

tional component:

A 11,412, 659 10, 961, 403 10, 963, 903 10, 673, 004 10, 973, 0904 —430, 563 —11, 601 40,101 |ocooooo

14, 326, 271 13, 932, 600 13, 942, 200 13,972, 100 13, 957, 200 —369, 071 24, 600 ~+15, —14, 900

18, 608, 601 17, 602, 100 17, 519, 600 17, 518, 600 17, 518, 600 —1, 088, 001 D) ) SR ] P

3,334,014 4,476, 741 2,762, M1 4,412, 260 4,437,269 | 1,102,355 —39,472 | 1,674,728 | 425,000

Total, Department of Defense......._... 47,682, 445 46,972, 844 45, 188, 244 46,877, 063 46, 887, 163 =795, 282 —85,681 | 1,698,919 | 10,100

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The bill provides for an
amount just short of $47 billion. I won-
der if the gentleman could give us at
this time an estimate of the other
amounts that have been carried in other
bills, supplemental appropriation bills
for the Defense Department, exclusive
of military construction, thus far this
year. Does the gentleman have that
figure before him? Would the gentle-
man have any estimate of the total ap-
propriations?

Mr. MAHON. Earlier in the year we
provided a special appropriation for
southeast Asia in the amount of $700
million. That measure the House has
passed.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman per-
mit me to interrupt?

Mr. MAHON. Surely.

Mr. GROSS. Is that item contained
in the military construction bill? I note
$700 million——

Mr. MAHON. No. Final action has
been taken on the $700 million earlier
in the year on the Defense supplemental
appropriation bill. If we add the $700
million to the amount carried in the bill
before the House, and then if we add
the amount of the military construction
bill, which I believe is about $1.1 billion,
that would be the greater portion of the
funds appropriated this calendar year
for Defense.

I point out that the $700 million, which
was provided for southeast Asia in pre-
vious action, applied to the fiscal year
1965 rather than fiscal year 1966, in
which we now find ourselves, but it does
represent part of the funds voted for De-
fense by this session of Congress.

In addition to these funds for Defense,
there are funds provided for the Atomic
Energy Commission, in connection with
nuclear weaponry, and there are funds
for military assistance carried in the so-
called foreign aid bill. So this package
of $46.8 billion is by no means the whole
package related to Defense appropria-
tions for this session of Congress.

Mr. GROSS. At least $1.1 hillion is
involved.

Mr. MAHON. Yes, the foreign aid
bill carried in excess of $1 billion for
military assistance.

Mr., LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. LATRD. The gentleman from
Jowa was correct in his question, but I
point out that there have been no sup-
plemental requests for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year 1966. The
$700 million was a supplemental appro-
priation for the fiscal year 1965.

There has been request for $1.7 bil-
lion in the form of a budget amendment
included in the regular appropriation
bill for the Department of Defense over
and above the budget request.

The $700 million will be expended, al-
though approved for fiscal year 1965, in

fiscal year 1966. In addition to that,
the $1.7 billion additional request is in
this conference report for Vietnam.

In addition to that, there are estimates
running as high as $10 billion which will
be requested at a later time to finance
the operations in Vietnam. I do not
personally believe it will be $10 billion,
which Senator SrteEnwis talks about. I
believe in January there will be an addi-
tional request for some $5.5 billion,
which will be before this Congress to
finance the cost of the Vietnam war.

Mr. MAHON. It is true, of course,
that as a result of the war in Vietnam
additional men will be called into service.
About 340,000 additional men will be
called into service. This will, of course,
require supplemental funds of some mag-
nitude to finance pay and allowances and
to finance to some extent the equip-
ping of these men.

It is true, as has been said many times
before, that next year an additional ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1966 will be
required to finance the war in South
Vietnam. That amount of money will
be several billion dollars, provided the
war there continues at its present degree
of intensity. We are not able to predict
at this moment exactly what the amount
will be.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield T minutes to
the ranking minority member of the De-
fense Subcommittee on Appropriations,
the gentleman from California [Mr, Lip-
scome]l who, along with others, has
worked very diligently on this bill
throughout the year.
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Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, the
distinguished chairman of the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee and the
full Committee on Appropriations has
explained the major differences which
are included in the conference committee
report.

This is a good conference committee
report, and I urge the House to adopt it.

The gentleman has explained three of
the major and significant differences in
the report compared to the House version
of the bill. One of the most important,
of course, is the Army Reserve and Army
National Guard amendment, which will
stop any realinement or reorganization
of the Army Reserve and Army National
Guard. By these actions it is the inten-
tion of the committee on conference to
expressly disapprove a realinement or re-
organization of the Army Reserve and
Army National Guard that has been pro-
posed.

Another item of further interest to the
House is that the committee of confer-
ence further expressed disapproval of a
subsequently offered plan providing for a
limited realinement or reorganization in
17 States.

It should be clear from this language
and from this action of the committee on
conference that the realinement or re-
organization of the Army Reserve com-
ponents can be effected only through the
enactment of an appropriate law.

Another item in this conference report
is the deletion of the STEP program. By
the action of the conference committee
the STEP program, which is the special
training enlistment program, cannot be
started in this fiscal year. This is a good
move. This was a recommendation of
the minority when the bill was before the
House. I commend the conference com-
mittee and the Senate, and I urge the
Hcuse to adopt this particular amend-
ment. By this amendment it can be
pointed out that we are saving, right at
this point on this program alone, $24.2
million.

Nine million dollars of it is being left
in the bill for hieh priority use and the
cut in the bill is actually $15.2 million.

As far as the 35-65 language is con-
cerned that is being deleted, I would per-
sonally have preferred to see it in the
bill, but it is the decision of the confer-
ence committee that it should be deleted
and the language in the conference re-
port is specific. The committees of Con-
gress will keep an active interest in this
particular matter and see that our busi-
ness of constructing, repairing and alter-
ing ships is taken care of in an economi-
cal and in a good manner in the interests
of our national security.

Mr, Speaker, a highly significant dif-
ference between the House version of the
fiscal year 1966 defense appropriation
bill and the Senate bill is the Senate
amendment which adds a new section for
the “Southeast Asia Emergency Fund”
in the amount of $1.7 billion. This item
was submitted by the President in a
supplemental request after the bill had
already passed the House. The House of
Representatives has never had the op-
portunity to fully debate this request.

Secretary of Defense McNamara ap-
peared before the House Subcommittee
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on Department of Defense appropria-
tions and gave a statement and a brief
justification of the request, but the hear-
ing was in executive session and the
testimony has not been printed or
released.

The House-Senate conference com-
mittee approved these additional funds
and I urge the House to approve the con-
ference committee’s recommendation.
But the House in taking this action
should know that the $1.7 billion is a
very small installment on the increased
cost of our Nation’s commitment in South
Vietnam, and in other areas of the world.

The President has made various far-
reaching decisions which escalate the
war in Vietnam and we as a nation have
a commitment which must be upheld.
We equally have a commitment to our
men in uniform, which requires that they
be given all the support necessary in
equipment, materials, and in any other
form needed to permit them to perform
their mission effectively for the security
of our Nation and give the greatest as-
surances for their safety.

These commitments require adequate
funding so they may be carried out in a
responsible, expeditious manner.

The President, at his press conference,
July 28, 1965, when he announced the
expanding role and commitment in Viet-
nam, more or less glossed over the whole
question of what should be adequate
funding to effectively carry out the ac-
tions he was ordering, with merely a
passing remark to the effect that Secre-
tary McNamara planned to ask the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee to add a
limited amount of funds to the previ-
ously passed House defense appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 1966 which was
pending in the Senate to help meet
part of this new cost. He did indicate
he expected to submit a request for addi-
tional supplemental funds when Con-
gress reconvenes in January 1966.

The President, the Secretary of De-
fense, and many others recognize and
have stated that the fiscal year 1966 De-
fense budget, including the $1.7 billion,
is not adequate to sustain our total
worldwide commitments for fiscal year
1966.

The administration therefore should
come before Congress with a complete
estimate of what is needed and a request
for funds while we are in session and
give us an opportunity to act in a timely,
responsible way. It is, after all, Con-
gress’ constitutional responsibility, as
set forth, in part, in the Constitution, to
raise and support Armies, and to pro-
vide and maintain a Navy.

Even apart from the constitutional
duties of Congress in this area and the
right of the people to know the size and
nature of the commitment to the war, it
should not be fought and funded on a
piecemeal basis. Such an approach not
only creates problems such as causing
unnecessary disruptions in plans, pro-
grams, and the budgetary process itself,
but could also be interpreted by the Com-
munists as a sign of irresolution to our
commitment.

The additional views submitted in the
committee report on the fiscal year 1966
Defense bill, and statements subse-
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quently presented on the floor of the
House and in the other body, contain
various examples that clearly illustrate
the inadequacy of the Defense budget,
even prior to the President’s decision to
step up activities in Vietnam, to cover
such increased activities while maintain-
ing our units in other areas in a high
degree of readiness.

It has been admitted that the $1.7 bil-
lion additional will cover only a portion
of the added cost due to the Vietnam
war. Moreover, Secretary McNamara
has stated that the additional amount
does not include extra funds at all for
two major defense areas, military per-
sonnel and operation and maintenance.
This is all the more significant when it is
pointed out that the testimony presented
during the review of the fiscal year 1966
budget, shows that both these categories
had extremely tight budgets even with-
out the escalated activities. Considering
the magnitude of the escalation in Viet-
nam and our overall needs, the addi-
tional amounts necessary could well run
into billions of dollars.

In the category of military personnel,
all the services in their budget requests
showed either very minimal increases or
decreases from prior year levels. This
action is now obviously way out of line
and inadequate, for a decision has al-
ready been made to increase the active
forces by 340,000 personnel. If the
Vietnamese conflict continues to escalate
or go on for a prolonged period of time,
both of which are quite possible, the
amount of personnel needed could in-
crease even further.

Aside from the fact that the budget
before us does not include funds to cover
personnel compensation, increases in
other areas of personnel costs are not
covered. This would include transporta-
tion of personnel. Combat pay has not
been included, which now covers most
military personnel in Vietnam. This bill
does not include funds for the increase
in the recently signed military pay bill,
which amounts to approximately $1 bil-
lion. In addition to military personnel
inereases, there is an increase in civilian
personnel amounting to 36,000 “direct
hire” civilian employees. These, too,
have not been covered in this budget re-
quest.

Operation and maintenance includes
the day-to-day operational cost of run-
ning the Department of Defense and is a
large item. Approximately 25 percent of
the regular fiscal year 1966 Defense
budget, over $12.5 billion is for this pur-
pose. A statement to the committee on
February 16, 1965, during the regular
hearings on the Defense Appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1966, by Assistant
Secretary of Defense Hitch on the Opera-
tion and Maintenance budget request
shows that the budget request for opera-
tion and maintenance is tightly drawn.
Furthermore, he said it did not include
fund reaquests for any anticipated in-
creases. Secretary Hitch declared:

It is important to again point out that
the increases requested for these appro-
priations are related to the requirements for
daily operational and logistic support of our
weapons systems, facilities, and personnel.
This budget is $788 million less than the
amounts requested by the services and de-
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fense agencies in their submissions to the
Secretary of Defense. Further, no provision
has been included for wage board increases
other than those experienced before the sub-
mission of initial requests to the Secretary
of Defense on October 1, 1864. Unbudgeted
wage board increases experienced during the
fiscal year normally require more than $40
million and must be accommodated by cur-
tailing or eliminating approved programs for
which funds have been apportioned. Also,
no allowance has been made for increases in
the costs of goods or contractual services in-
cident elther to necessary program volume
changes or unit costs. In short, this request
is based on prices and programs known at
the time of its submission without compen-
sation for any anticipated increases. Thus,
these requests represent the very basic re-
quirements of the forces and their support.
(Fiscal year 1966 House Defense appropria-
tions hearings, pt. 2, p. 6.)

If, as Secretary Hitch indicates, even
wage board increases of $50 million
would require curtailing of eliminating
approved program, what must the con-
dition of this budget be in view of the
inereases in the operations and mainte-
nance category for Vietnam and else-
where amounting to hundreds of millions
of dollars.

New bases are being established and
existing bases are expanding which re-
quires equipment and supplies. It is ob-
vious that significant increases of fuel
and oil are required for aireraft, ships,
and vehicles. Large increases have been
required for supplies of all kinds. Many
other items could be listed which are re-
quired in much larger numbers than esti-
mated in this budget. In view of Mr.
Hiteh's assessment of the budget for op-
eration and maintenance, the condition
and status of the programs not involved
with Vietnam must be seriously ques-
tioned.

In spite of all this, Secretary Mec-
Namara's statement dated August 4,
1965, which covered his request for the
additional $1.7 billion, made it clear that
such funds would not cover costs for
additional military personnel and the
added costs for operations and mainte-
nance. What he proposed instead is
that the additional costs be financed dur-
ing the interim under section 512 of the
fiscal year 1966 defense appropriations
bill. Section 512a provides emergency
authority to spend money in advance
rather than on the prescribed gquarterly
basis. Section 512c¢ provides that the
President may increase the number of
military personnel on active duty beyond
the number for which funds are pro-
vided in this act.

In the category of procurement, for
which the $1.7 billion is largely re-
quested, there is no doubt that the total
funds for procurement in this budget are
inadequate to support the escalated ac-
tivities in Vietnam while maintaining our
other commitments for fiscal year 1966.

Adequate funding for military per-
sonnel, operations and maintenance, and
procurement is absolutely vital to our de-
fense posture. Why should not these
items be properly funded now, instead
of through manipulation and shifting?

President Johnson and Secretary Mec-
Namara have themselves indicated that
another request would probably be sub-
mitted toward the early part of next
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year. During the debate on the bill in
the other body, it was indicated by mem-
bers of the Senate Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee that we can expect
an additional request of anywhere from
$7 to $10 billion. This assessment re-
flects, in addition to the needs in Viet-
nam, the need for funds for those items
that have been taken from other units
and stocks for Vietnam and which must
be replaced.

Although information has not been
furnished concerning specifically what
areas will require additional funding, it
is reasonable to assume, based upon
available reports, that additional re-
quirements would include: weapons, par-
ticularly small arms; ordinances, all
types; equipment, particularly com-
munications; and vehicles and aireraft,
particularly those related to ground sup-
port. These and other needs, however,
must not be thought of just in terms of
Vietnam. Funds will have to be ap-
propriated to replace equipment and
material which has been diverted to
Vietnam from other units or reserves.
At the same time our other units and
reserves must be maintained to a high
degree of readiness should another con-
flict area erupt somewhere else in the
world. We cannot allow ourselves to be
weakened or short handed in any area
that would cause either the Communists
or our allies to question our capabilities
or our will to resist aggression.

In addition to the concern that must
be expressed as to the adequacy of funds,
the approach which has been taken by
the executive branch amounts in my
opinion to misuse and undermining of
the budgetary process. The established
budgetary procedures are for the purpose
of creating an orderly process for the
executive branch to develop their fund-
ing requirements and for the Congress
to perform their function of review and
control. Certainly budget estimates
should cover all the anticipated pro-
grams and costs which are recognized as
occurring or which will require commit-
ment during the budget period being
estimated.

Secretary McNamara admits that in
the areas of military personnel and
operation and maintenance he is utilizing
various fiscal mechanisms in order to
provide adequate funds for Vietnam in
these two categories, In this regard it is
important to realize that procedures such
as transfers, reprograming, and related
activities are meant to be utilized in
emergencies, or in situations which were
not in existence or known when the
original budget request was developed.

Basically Vietnam does not fall in these
categories. Vietnam has been discussed
by the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of State, and many
others in the executive branch, who have
outlined the problems and in general our
approach to our plans for their solution.
During the subcommittee hearings held
in executive session the discussions have
delved into these matters in more detail.
It is a situation, therefore, that is known.

Congress is in session. If given the
facts and the request we could act now in
a timely, positive fashion.
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Indeed if that is not possible then there
is cause for real concern. Aside from
the insufficiencies of funds, the question
of the adequacy of our planning would
have to be raised.

In view of the defense budgetary sit-
uation and the fiseal manipulation going
on, the following are some pertinent
questions that must be asked now in view
of the urgency of the situation and their
importance to our national security.

What programs are being canceled due
to transfers or reprograming?

What programs are being delayed or
f;igedules extended due to shifts in fund-

?

What programs have been changed in
any way?

What risks are we assuming from all
these program manipulations?

Is the vital area of research and de-
velopment being adversely affected by the
shifting of funds? If so, we must then
also ask what future risks are we assum-
ing that will not be recognized until 5
to 10 years from now?

If hundreds of millions of dollars are
being manipulated between programs
and categories, how much control has
been lost by Congress in appropriating
for defense programs?

Will Congress in reviewing subsequent
supplemental requests or regular fiscal
yvear budgets be able to know what is
happening so that an intelligent evalua-
tion can be given to the new requests?

In defending the adequacy of the orig-
inal fiscal year 1966 defense budget Sec-
retary McNamara, on June 9, 1965, said
in a memorandum to Defense Subcom-
mittee Chairman MaHON:

To summarize, the fiscal year 1966 defense
budget request now before the Congress
would provide all the funds we need at this
time to continue the strengthening of our
overall military posture and to carry out
whatever combat operations our forces are
called upon to perform during the next 12
months. The special transfer provisions con-
tailned in the bill and the reprograming ar-
rangements approved by the committees pro-
vide sufficient flexibility to meet all foresee-
able requirements until the Congress recon-
venes next January and can act on a pos-
sible fiscal year 1966 supplemental.

Less than 2 months later, however,
Secretary McNamara submitted a re-
quest for the additional $1.7 billion. He
also made it clear that these funds are
“required to finance these actions—Viet-
nam—pending the submission of a de-
tailed fiscal year 1966 supplemental re-
quest to the Congress when it convenes
in January.”

We know, therefore, that the amount
presently contained in the fiscal year
1966 defense budget is insufficient. Will
the executive branch decide again in sev-
eral weeks that it needs a few more bil-
lion when Congress may have adjourned
and is not available to act upon the re-
quest? The manner in which the execu-
tive branch has approached the financ-
ing of the defense program in general,
and the Vietnam action in particular, is
open to serious question.

Though it is clear that we should not
and will not keep needed equipment and
materials from our boys in Vietnam or
anywhere else, a piecemeal approach to
financing a war could be viewed by the
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Communists as a sign of weakness.
While the executive branch does possess
certain authority to shift and utilize
funds, there has been a lack of candor
in the discussions and dealings with the
Congress in regard to funding the De-
partment of Defense. The Congress has
the prime responsibility for fiscal mat-
ters under our Federal system. There is
an orderly appropriation process which
should have been followed. TUnfortu-
nately, the executive branch has not
chosen to take the proper reasonable ap-
proach.

Every Member should support this
conference report but with full knowl-
edge that the funding provided is con-
siderably inadequate for the current fis-
cal year and that they will be called upon
to approve additional funds within the
next few months.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Latrnp] a member of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, in the col-
loquy a few minutes ago on the floor of
the House between the gentleman from
Texas and myself concerning the funding
that is to be made available for the fiscal
year 1966, I think it is important for us
to realize that the budget which came to
this Congress in January of this year can
be considered a fraud as far as the total
dollar funding request fcr the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1966 is
concerned.

The fact that the figures requested for
the Department of Defense in the 1966
budget presentation was in error and
inaccurate is no secret to anyone. This
conference action by itself with its in-
crease of $1.7 billion is proof beyond any
doubt of this observation. This is but
the second of three or four increases
which will be made in connection with
our increased activities in Vietnam.

This point was amply illustrated in
the additional views which were filed un-
der the leadership of the gentleman from
California [Mr. Lipscoms]l. Mr. Speak-
er, I include at this point in the REcorp
these additional views:

ADDITIONAL VIEWS

We the undersigned strongly support a
superior defense posture in order to main-
tain peace and insure the safety and integrity
of our Nation now and in the future.

We support the Department of Defense
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1866, but
feel compelled to call to the attention of the
Congress certain aspects of the bill and
certain policies relating to the defense effort

which in our judgment give cause for con-
cern.

The major areas of concern involve Viet-
nam, advanced weapons developments and
overall policy. There are other areas of con-
cern, one of which, the special training and
enlistment program (STEP), will be dis-
cussed in these additional views.

VIETNAM

The sltuation in Vietnam and the overall
problem caused by Communist aggression in
southeast Asia is of extreme concern to
everyone. It is our judgment, based on the
testimony before this committee, that the
fiscal year 1966 budget request reflects in-
adequate funding for the Vietnamese effort.
Policy decisions affecting our position and
commitments in Vietnam were made by the
President. This commitment included the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

large-scale introduction of American per-
sonnel and equipment. We believe these
decisions to commit American lives and
American prestige must be backed up and
supported with the appropriations necessary
to carry them out successfully.

Discussion

In light of the President's declsion to es-

calate the war in Vietnam in recent months,
the Defense Appropriations Committee in-
terrogated witnesses on the adequacy of the
fiscal year 1966 budget request. The ques-
tions were primarily directed at the effect
of the Vietnam situation on the budget re-
gquest for such items as procurements, opera-
tions and maintenance, personnel, and other
areas,
Subcommittee questions, In one form or
another, sought to determine whether or not
the fiscal year 1066 budget request was ade-
quate in view of the escalated activities in
Vietnam. In response after response from
principal witnesses, the devastating point was
made that the budget was inadequate, that
it did not take into consideration the in-
creased activities in Vietnam, and that no
budgetary adjustments occurred after the
escalation began. This means that while our
international prestige and thousands of
American servicemen were committed in this
area of the world, the fiscal requirements to
back them up were not forthcoming. Spe-
cific examples of these responses include:

Response by Secretary of the Navy Nitze,
March 11, 1965:

“There have been no changes in this budget
since our problem became more compli-
cated.” !

Response by Maj. Gen. B. F. Taylor,
Director of Army Budget, Office, Comptroller
of the Army, February 4, 1865:

“There were no changes at the time that
this budget was finally formalized, sir.
There have been some changes resulting from
our midyear review in which certain inter-
nal programing actions have been taken.”?

Response by Maj. Gen. B. F. Taylor, Direc-
tor of Army Budget, Office, Comptroller of
the Army, March 23, 1965:

“Under the present level of Army opera-
tions, including Vietnam at its present level
of activity and troop dispositions, we do not
contemplate a supplemental appropriation.
However, in the event of escalation of activi-
ties in Vietnam or the implementation of
any other contingency plan, action would be
taken to speed up the flow of deliverles and
increase procurement of selected items.
These actions would require additional
funds. The amount would depend on the
extent of combat encountered and envis-
aged.” 3

Response by Maj. Gen. Crow, Director of
Budget, Comptroller of Air Force, March 15,
1965:

“No, sir, it does not.” ¢

Response by General Chesarek, Assistant
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (Pro-
grams), March 22, 1965:

“I would say, sir, if the war escalates in
Vietnam, we are going to have to have more
money. Depending on the degree of escala-
tion."” s

Response by General Green, Commandant
of the Marine Corps, March 11, 19656:

“No, sir; there has not.” ¢

Question by Mr. Sikes, March 25, 1865:

“Within recent weeks the Marines have
been brought more prominently into the
trouble we are experiencing in southeast
Asia. Does this budget reflect an antici-
pated higher level of requirements, weapons,

1Department of Defense Appropriations
for 1966, pt. 3, p. 694.

2 Ibid., pt. 3, p. 554,

3Ibid., pt. 4, p. 156.

+Ibid., pt. 3, p. 849.

® Ibid., pt. 4, p. 156.

°® Ibid., pt. 8, p. 696.

September 17, 1965

ammunition, equipment with which to meet
that increased level of activity in Vietnam?” 7

Response by General Henderson, Assistant
Chief of Staff, G—4 Headquarters, Marine
Corps, March 25, 1965:

““No, sir; this budget does not include any
moneys for the reasons you stated,” ®

These quotes make it eminently clear that
there are inadequate funds in the fiscal year
1966 budget. It is true that the President
saw fit to supplement the fiscal year 1965
budget with a $700 million request which
the Congress granted. We are at a loss to
understand the absence of similar adjust-
ments for fiscal year 1966. Not only is the
need obviously greater in 1966 but members
of this committee specifically asked that a
review of the fiscal year 1966 requirements
be made.

But perhaps of even greater importance
than the fact that there are inadequate funds
in this budget is the realization that the
services were given outdated ‘“guidelines”
which had to be followed in preparing their
budget requests and which did not antieci-
pate increased needs In southeast Asia.
These “guidelines"” were established by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense. As an
example of this, the following colloquy took
place:

Question by Mr. Lipscomb, March 26, 1965:

“In view of the fact that this budget was
prepared sometime ago, did the figures for
Vietnam, or southeast Asia get into this
budget?” ?

Response by General Gerrity, Deputy Chief
of Staff, Systems and Logistics, March 286,
1965:

“The guldelines in the budget did not fully
reflect the increased activity that has oec-
curred out there. We put the budget to-
gether based on the guidelines which were
within our program activities.” 1®

Question by Mr. Mahon, March 26, 1965:

“Would you have any refinement, General
Crow, of the statement which has been made
by General Gerrity?” 11

Response by Maj. Gen. Crow, Director of
Budget, Comptroller of the Air Force, March
26, 1965:

“The statement that General Gerrlty has
made, generally reflects the situation as we
developed the budget. The guidelines for the
preparation of the budget as they pertain
to Vietnam were actually a carry forward of
the guidelines that were used in the prepara-
tion of the 19656 budget, and they did not
anticipate increased activity, per se, in Viet-
nam." 12

It should be noted in the latter comment
by General Crow that the “guidelines” he
refers to were formulated in calendar year
1963. This means, in effect, that we are
financing today's war in Vietnam with
“guidelines” that are at least 18 months old.
It should not be forgotten that the fiscal
year 1965 “guidelines” were formulated at a
time of apparent detente and mellowing, at
a time when a test ban treaty was negotiated
and at a time when Secretary McNamara was
predicting we could pull our “advisers” out
of Vietnam within a year or so. Budget
“guidelines” based on these premises do not
lend themselves to the demands of a war
situation.

Aside from inadequate funding, we would
like to express our deepest concern that our
planning did not more fully anticipate these
developments. Inadequate planning not
only affects the budget but, more Impor-
tantly, the actual operations of the confilet
itself. Events in the past few weeks, we
belleve, bear out this concern. We would

7Ibid., pt. 4, pp. 341-342,
& Ibid., pt. 4, p. 342.

® Ibid., pt. 4, p. 388.

1 Tbid., pt. 4, p. 388.

1 Ibid., pt. 4, p. 388.

2 Ibid,, pt. 4, p. 388,
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also caution very strongly that equipment
and material priorities for Vietnam must not
be permitted to so deplete active force in-
ventories as to impair the readiness of our
forces not committed to Vietnam.,

Recommendations

It is our firm bellef that appropriations
must be sufficient to carry out successfully
U.S. commitments anywhere in the world.

American personnel in Vietnam must be
equipped and supported in such a degree
as will give maximum assurance of safety
and a capability to carry out their dutles.
We believe the President should immedi-
ately revise this fiscal year 1966 defense
budget with a view toward requesting the
Congress to provide for the unplanned and
unprogramed experditures which have re-
sulted from his decision to assume a greater
role in southeast Asia.

ADVANCED DEVELOPMENTS

Of particular concern in our defense pos-
ture is the level of effort in advanced develop-
ments. Military effectiveness is largely
determined by the state of sclentific and
technological advancements. New weapons
systems must be aggressively pursued, based
upon both the assessment of the threat and
the pace of technology. Testimony during
the course of the hearings reflect an approach
falling far short of what we believe must be
done in this vital area.

Discussion

The level of effort in advanced develop-
ments in a number of areas gives cause for
concern. Two of the more important—
antisubmarine warfare and the military uses
of space—are highlighted here.

1. Antisubmarine warfare: All of the wit-
nesses unanimously agreed that one of our
most critical and difficult areas is anti-
submarine warfare, both offensively and
defensively. When asked, however, about
the adequacy of the fiscal year 1966 budget,
Admiral Martell, director of the newly
created coordinated ASW program, re-
sponded: “I think that the funding in the
1966 budget is a very tight, very carefully
examined program™.*® It was also stated by
Dr. Morse, Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Research and Development), that the
“emphasis in this budget this year in ASW
has been very much at the operational
level."” 1

We therefore have a situation where, in
one of the most difficult and critical areas,
the research and development budget is
both “tight” and emphasizes primarily op-
erational improvements. Although we do
need improvements on existing operational
systems, an evaluation of the threat clearly
shows our needs become even more crucial
in the late 1960's and early 1970's, for which
we need new concepts and new systems. A
“tight"” approach does not permit the flexi-
bility to explore potential concepts that
might provide some of the solutions being
sought. We are not implylng that money
should be wasted on projects that are not
needed, but when faced with problems in
an area that is both crucial and extremely
complex, new ideas and new programs can-
not be straitjacketed by either a lack of
funds or a lack of encouragement to explore
new avenues.

2. Military use of space: Testimony on the
military use of space revealed a lack of posi-
tive direction. The committee was told that
military applications of space were being
pursued, but at the same time it was said
that many of the military requirements in
space had not been established. As a result,
there was considerable evidence of delays in
programs, & hesitation to start others, and
an overall reluctance to pursue this new
fleld vigorously.

11 Admiral Martell, pt. 3, p. 765.
U Dr. Morse, pt. 5, p. 459.
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Air Force General Ferguson, when asked
how well we are doing in staying ahead of
the Soviets technologically in the fleld of
space, answered: “* * * We have 1 billion
invested In space or we are requesting this
amount in fiscal year 1966 * * * I am really
frankly concerned at the outlook * * * '

As an expression of concern that the mili-
tary uses of space are not proceeding at an
expeditious pace, the committee placed a
limitation on the funds for the manned
orbital laboratory program. This limita-
tion provided that the funds would not be
utilized for any other program. Far too
many delays have already been incurred in
getting this program started, particularly
considering that it is the only major pro-
gram directed toward utilizing the military
man in space.

The overriding concern in the space field
should be to overcome the military lag in
space technology. One major step forward
would be to proceed immediately with de-
velopment of the manned orbital laboratory.

This concern with the delays in our mili-
tary space effort has been expressed by other
Committees of the Congress having cogni-
zance in this area. The House Committee
on Government Operations, for example, in
its report, “Government Operations in
Space,” made the following recommenda-
tion:

“Recommendation No. 1: The committee
believes that in the interest of national secu-
rity, the potential manned military uses of
space deserve immediate increased attention.
As a large step forward in exploring poten-
tial military uses, the Department of Defense
should, without further delay, commence
full-scale development of a manned orbital
laboratory (MOL) project.”®

Other space oriented programs could be
cited to show delays, cutbacks, and schedule
stretch-outs, that clearly show a lack of vig-
orous effort in pursuing this vital area.

Our concern about the lack of progress in
the area of advanced developments, is not
confined to ASW and military uses of space.
Secretary McNamara has indicated that it
takes anywhere from 10 to 15 years to develop
and deploy a weapons system; and even this
schedule, long as it may seem, reflects the
need for a reasonable level of funding. It is
true that the results of these delays, cut-
backs and lack of aggressiveness will not
become obvious until the late sixties and
early seventles. Nevertheless, many decisions
must be made soon so that corrective effort
can get underway.

A corollary matter that is also of concern
to us is the effort on initiative and morale
in both the services and industry which have
responsibility for conceiving and developing
new weapons systems. Conslidering the chal-
lenge which faces us militarily, due to the
advances in technology and the capabllity of
our opponent, we should be encouraging, not
stifiing, our military and seclentific people to
generate new ideas and new weapons sys-
tems. By holding down the level of funds
and delaying decisions to go ahead on de-
velopment and production programs, the ten-
dency of such actions is to discourage initi-
ative from which new concepts might be
realized.

In our judgment, it became apparent dur-
ing the course of the hearings that there
was a tendency on the part of some of the
principal witnesses to believe we have es-
sentially reached a plateau in new weapons
developments. We find this very difficult
to believe based upon both the overall testi-
mony and other statements from some of
our foremost scientists, engineers, and mili-
tary people. This was clearly expressed by

15 General Ferguson, pt. 5, p. 148.
% Report on “Government Operations in
Space,” p. 17. 3
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General McConnell in a recent speech where
he stated:

“I would like to see a still greater effort
in trying to make quantum advances, pref-
erably in entirely new flelds, which will raise
our military technology to new plateaus of
deterrent capability. A past example of such
a major advance is the development of the
atomic bomb which gave us unchallengeable
military superiority for a number of years.
I am confident that we have the scientific
competence and industrial resources to make
advances of similar magnitude In the
future.” ¥

Recommendations

We belleve that we have the capability to
make quantum advances if pursued aggres-
sively and purposefully. Such effort will pay
off by continuing to give us a deterrent
capability in future years to insure the secu-
rity of our Nation and the free world.

But these efforts cannot succeed if im-
peded by too rigid demands that operational
requirements be specifically defined before
allowing new technological developments to
be wundertaken. Such restrictions stifle
creativity, the evolution of new ideas, and
the incentive to explore new horizons of
sclence and technology. It is strongly rec-
ommended that the Department of Defense
reevaluate its rigid and often narrow atti-
tude toward advanced developments,

The pace of advanced development must
also be a reflection of both a realistic assess-
ment of the threat and the advances In
sclience and technology.

A reorlentation to reflect this approach,
coupled with the necessary decisions to im-
plement if, is required so that we will not
become increasingly vulnerable in the late
1960’s and early 1970’s.

Let us make clear that we are not recom-
mending the expenditure of funds on worth-
less items. We do believe that if we err,
it should be on the side of too much rather
than too little. In other words our approach
should be to pursue aggressively new con-
cepts and new systems so that they will be
operational if the requirement ever arises.

SPECIAL TRAINING AND ENLISTMENT PROGRAM
(STEP)

STEP is a proposal under which medical
care and educational training would be given
to enlistees who do not presently meet Army
standards. The personnel needs of the Army
will not be met by STEP. Testimony be-
fore this subcommittee clearly indicated
that the major manpower problems faced by
the services is to attract and retain skilled
personnel. STEP is ill-concelved, duplicates
existing programs such as the Job Corps, and
would create additional problems without
remedying existing ones.

Discussion

The cost of the STEP program as con-
tained in the fiscal year 1966 defense ap-
propriation bill is $24.2 million, which would
provide for training 15,000 personnel. Under
the proposed STEP program, the Army would
take marginal enlistees, those it would not
otherwise accept, and try to qualify them
through a basic training program stretched
out from 8 to 14 weeks, or longer, depending
on the progress of the indlividuals.

The subcommittee received considerable
testimony about the STEP program, and we
simply cannot agree that a need for it has
been established, This matter first came up
as a reprograming action in February of this
year with a scheduled starting date of April
1, 1965. The Army sought to shift $7.4 mil-
lion from fiscal year 1965 funds into the
STEP program. The request was denied.

The Army clearly does not require this
program to obtain adequate manpower. In

17 Speech of General McConnell, National
Press Club, May 5, 1965, General McConnell,
Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force.
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terms of overall members, it receives suf-
ficient men through enlistments and the
draft. The major manpower problems the
Army has, as were discussed at length dur-
ing the hearings, revolve around its need to
acquire and retain skilled personnel. The
problem of how to retain skilled and ex-
perienced career personnel is growing more
and more acute. Obviously, the STEP pro-
gram, which would be geared to taking
marginal enlistees into the Army, would do
next to nothing toward solving the problems
in this area.

Aside from the lack of a demonstrated
need for STEP, the proposal, we feel, has
been justly criticized on many counts.
STEP would be duplication of work more
properly being done in other areas, on other
levels of government and privately. It
would, for example, parallel the efforts of the
Job Corps, one of whose alms is tralning
youths for placement in the Armed Forces.
Specifically, in the Job Corps, Conservation
Center Administrative Manual, it is stated
that “Youth selected for the Job Corps
would include those who * * * have been
unable to pass the educational part of the
Selective Service examination * * *”15 The
manual further states that as part of its re-
sponsibility, the Corps will help place those
youths who have completed their training,
and that one of the principal areas men-
tioned for placement is the Armed Forces.

STEP would aggravate the already ad-
mitted shortage of qualified teachers and
counselors, It is difficult to determine just
what type of curriculum would be offered the
Stepees, but it i1s clear that a major subject
would be “Social Studies,” which leaves the
door open as to specific subject matter and
the point of view stressed.

Furthermore, it could produce serious dis-
ciplinary problems. The Army has made en-
couraging progress over recent years toward
solving disciplinary problems. In light of
the testimony that these stem primarily
from those in the lowest 10 or 20 percent
of the enlistment or draft standards, we feel
it would be completely unrealistic to hold
that the STEP program will not bring
about a sizable increase in Army discipli-
nary problems. Also, even If the men
in STEP prove to be incapable of retention
in the Army, they would still be veterans
and eligible for peacetime veterans benefits
on the basis of their having been in the
“Army".

Could it be supposed that the Army would
readily admit failure in its training if a large
amount of the STEP enlistees do not measure
up after the training period? We think not,
and that the tendency would be to keep as
many in the Army as possible—to the detri-
ment of the Army.

If there is no clear-cut demonstrable need
for the STEP program to enable the Army
to obtain personnel, and on the other hand
there are many actual and potential problem
areas, why should the Army insist on spend-
ing £24.5 million for STEP during fiscal year
1966? (The original budget request for STEP
for fiscal year 1966 was $31.2 million. The
reduction is due to the additional delay in
schedule in starting this program.)

Despite the many skepticisms that were
raised about STEP in the hearings, essen-
tially the response was a dogged persistence
that the Army should go ahead and that good
could come of it. But to our mind the Army
failed to produce concrete evidence as to why
such an undertaking is properly a part of
the Army’s mission.

Recommendations

We believe it is commendable for the Army
to show persistence, but that persistence
should be directed toward doing the job it
was established to do, which is to help pro-

18 Department of Defense appropriations for
1966, pt. 3, p. 374,
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vide for our national defense. The Army
was not meant to nor should it be called
upon to conduct programs such as this,

‘We believe that the funds included in this
budget for the STEP proposal should not
be deleted, but that a limitation should be
provided in the legislation that none of the
funds appropriated shall be utilized for the
Special Training and Enlistment program.
The funds which had been requested for the
STEP program, and which we recommend to
be retained in the budget, should be used
for emergency problems, such as the neces-
sary increases in Vietnam. This is made
necessary by the administration’s decision
to increase our efforts in Vietnam which have
not been adequately provided for in the
budget.

We, the undersigned, strongly believe that
the overriding requirement of our Defense
Establishment is fo maintain peace and pre-
serve freedom. It is our belief that this
requirement can best be served by main-
taining a superior defense posture.

Few would disagree that a country’s for-
eign policy determines in large measure Its
defense posture, Paraphrasing this prineci-
ple, Secretary McNamara Indicated to this
committee that the military force structure
should be developed to support our forelgn
policy.

In thls, we concur. Disagreement, where
it exists, arises from the fundamental poli-
cies upon which this administration bases
its defense posture.

Despite conflicting voices to the contrary,
we believe that the threat from communism
has not diminished, that a genuine mellow-
ing has not taken place in the Soviet Union
and in many of the satellite countries, and
that tensions between the Communist bloe
and the free world have not been eased.

The basic administration defense policy
reflects more of a policy of seeking to achieve
a balanced deterrent, rather than insuring a
decisive superiority.

We have grave reservations about the wis-
dom of such a policy. There are differing
opinions on this subject. However, they re-
volve primarily around differing evaluations
of the capabilities and intentions of poten-
tial enemies, particularly the Soviet Union.

Secretary McNamara's policy produces a
minimum force structure and a less vigor-
ously pursued research and development ef-
fort in the area of advanced weapons
developments. Under this approach, there
is a greater risk that we will face future
challenges without adequate means to deter
aggression or prevall in any conflict that
might develop.

On the basis of the information and the
testimony generated during the hearings, we
have serious doubts about the premise that
changes in policy, capability or defense ef-
forts have taken place in the Communist
bloec would warrant reductions or a general
leveling of our defense effort. We believe a
defense posture of superlority has been the
No. 1 deterrent to Communist expansion.

Avallable evidence strongly indicates that
the Soviet Union and the Communist bloc
as a whole are not reducing their efforts.

We must cease, therefore, viewing condi-
tions in the world as we would like them to
be, and view them as they are.

We must view the world realistically, rec-
ognizing that an aggressor does exist, who
seeks to dominate the world, and is building
up a capability to do so. This recognition
demands an approach which dictates superi-
ority—military, economic, technological and
political.

To do less, based upon the progress of
events in the world, would be to invite disas-
ter rather than assure peace.

Our primary concern at this time involves
the late 1960's and early 1970's. It is during
that time period and beyond that the effects
of today’s decisions will be felt.
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It is up to our leaders today—in foreign
and defense policy—to make realistic as-
sessments of the needs of tomorrow,.

It is up to Congress to see that they do.

‘We, the undersigned members of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee, strongly
subscribe to the additional views expressed
herein,

GLENARD P. LIPSCOMB.
MEeLVIN R. LAIRD,
Wirriam E, MINSHALL.

Mr. Speaker, the administration in
submitting its budget made an all-out
effort to make it appear that the total
level of expenditures would be below $100
billion. This was done so that there
would seem to be room in that budget
to fund several billion dollars of new
Great Society domestic spending pro-
posals and yet perform the magic of
keeping that total expenditure below
$100 billion.

How was this magie performed? How
were these headlines possible from one
end of this country to the other stating
that some great feat had been accom-
plished by the administration in order
to keep its expenditure budget level be-
low $100 billion and its appropriation
budget at $106 billion?

It was done, my colleagues, by simply
not fully funding the war effort in south-
east Asia and not replacing ammuni-
tion, aircraft, stocks, and so forth al-
ready used in the war in Vietnam. The
department not only has drawn down
regular supplies but has raided regular,
reserve and National Guard units when
the budget message to this Congress
came for equipment and supplies. Hard-
ly had the ink gotten dry on the budget
message in January to this Congress
when the first request for $700 million
came up in the form of a supplemental
request for fiscal year 1965.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress acted on
that request of $700 million rapidly and
properly. However, within a period of 2
months another request for $1.7 billion
was before this Congress for expenditures
in the Department of Defense, and there
will be further requests made to fund the
expenditures that are necessary in fiscal
year 1966, in the amount of over $5 bil-
lion, although the Senate Preparedness
Committee is even putting out estimates
in the amount of some $10 billion.

In addition to this $5.5 billion which
will be before the Congress early in Jan-
uary, Mr, Speaker, there will be further
spending requests to finance the Military
Pay Act which was passed by this Con-
gress. So I say the effort was made—an
effort was made—by the administration
or the Bureau of the Budget to mislead
the American people in this budget sub-
mission by making room in the budget
for all of these new spending proposals
and by underestimating the amount that
would be needed to finance the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1966,
knowing full well that we here, on both
sides of the aisle, would approve any
funding request involving the national
security of our country, and by sending
up these requests to finance this war ef-
fort on a piecemeal basis, on an install-
ment plan. Only in this way could the
budget seemingly be submitted at a figure
of under $100 billion as far as expendi-
tures were concerned in fiscal year 1965.
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So, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ad-
dress myself to several of the items not
covered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Mason] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. LirscomB] and their dis-
cussions of this conference report which
is pending before us today, the largest
conference report and the most impor-
tant conference report from the stand-
point of total dollars and cents that will
be coming before the House of Repre-
sentatives at this first session of the 89th
Congress.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like now to address myself, for a moment,
to a specifie section of the bill, section 638
dealing with indirect costs of research
grants. The Senate deleted this partic-
ular section and inserted language that
has appeared in the bill in past years
providing for an allowance of 20 percent
for administrative costs in research work.

The Senate conferees receded in con-
ference so under this conference report
we are considering section 638 as ap-
proved by the House.

A similar provision was carried in the
fiscal year 1966 appropriation bill for the
Departments of Labor and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and also for inde-
pendent offices.

The gentleman from Rhode Island
[Mr. FoearTy] and I were coauthors of
these provisions. We pointed out when
the conference report on the appropria-
tion bill for the Departments of Labor
and Health, Education, and Welfare was
considered on the floor on August 16,
1965, and here I quote:

There has been a great deal of apprehen-
sion on the part of some people and a certain
amount of misunderstanding. The most se-
rious misunderstanding is that some have
gained the idea that this provision was meant
to require the grant recipients to hear a
greater portion of the cost than under the
requirement of former years that no reciplent
recelve more than 20 percent of the direct
cost, of a research project as the allowance for
indirect costs.

Since a few grantees are now receiving
grants equal to a full 100 percent of all
costs, it is obvious that, even if the grantee
is required to contribute one-tenth of 1 per-
cent, he is contributing more than before.
However, these instances are the exception
and involve a very, very small percentage of
all grantees. In making the change from
the flat limitation on payments for indirect
costs, the committee had in mind not only
providing a more equitable method of cost
sharing, but also liberalizing the cost sharing
for the vast majority of grantees. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health is involved in this
matter to a much greater extent than any
other unit in the Department. While there
are considerable indirect benefits to the large
majority of the NIH grantees, the primary
and direct benefits are to the Nation as a
whole. I have discussed this matter with
the coauthor of the language in section 203,
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lamp],
and we agree that for grants of this type cost
sharing by the grartee should not be more
than 5 percent.

Mr. FocarTY. I yield to the distinguished
minority Member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Lamp].

Mr., Lamp, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
man from Rhode Island for ylelding to me.
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The gentleman from Rhode Island has ex-
plained section 203 of the general provisions
in title II concerning cost sharing on re-
search grants correctly. As coauthor of this
section I concur completely with the state-
ment he has made.

Mr. Speaker, this language contem-
plates, I believe, not only that cost shar-
ing by the erantee, in no event, be more
than 5 percent but that on the average
the cost sharing under all such grants
should be but 1 or 12 percent.

I would like to point out for the bene-
fit of my colleagues that the National
Science Foundation, in a report entitled
“Indirect Costs of Research and Develop-
ment in Colleges and Universities, Fiscal
Year 1960,” pointed out that “in fiscal
year 1962, the total indirect costs of
federally sponsored research and de-
velopment in colleges and universities
will amount to an estimated $175 mil-
lion.” Of this $175 million, approxi-
mately $83 million represents the indi-
rect costs of federally sponsored research
grants and the balance covers indirect
costs of Federal R. & D. contracts.

The report continued:

Under current Federal practice, $47 million
of the $83 million in indirect costs of re-
search grants will come from the Govern-
ment and an additional $36 million repre-
sents the necessary contributions of the col-
1&3&3 and universities themselves.

The study went on to show that the
national weighted average of indirect
cost rates was 28 percent of direct costs
for large colleges anc universities—
those receiving over $250,000 in grant
funds—and 32 percent for small colleges
and universities—those receiving less
than $250,000 in grant funds.

Although this study was conducted 3
years ago, many of the witnesses indi-
cated that the percentages remain about
the same today. Mr. Vincent Shea,
comptroller of the University of Virginia
who testified on behalf of the Associa-
tion of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges stated that in fiscal year
1963:

Colleges and universities suffered losses
estimated at $40 million * * * through
their inability to collect the full amount of
indirect costs on grants.

In a report entitled “Indirect Costs
Under Federal Research Grants” the
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and
Development of the House Committee on
Science and Astronautics recommended
that Congress omit percentage limita-
tions pertaining to the reimbursement of
indirect costs under Federal research
grants in future appropriations acts.

The report went on to recommend that
the Bureau of the Budget prepare, for
preliminary analysis and review by inter-
ested parties, criteria for cost sharing
based on the mutual interests of insti-
tutional grantees and Federal grantor
agencies.

Mr. Speaker, I think it can be stated
with confidence that a majority of edu-
cational associations and educators rep-
resenting institutions engaged in Gov-
ernment sponsored research feel that an
appropriate level of cost sharing by uni-
versities and colleges receiving grants
would be an average of 1 or 1! per-
cent.
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Mr. FOGARTY. Will the gentle-
man from Wisconsin yield to me?

Mr. LAIRD. I am happy to yield to
my good friend, the chairman of the
HEW Subcommittee.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I do
not wish to add anything to what the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lairp]
has said except to agree with him that
this language regarding cost sharing is
definitely an improvement and corrects
some of the inequities that resulted from
the langusge formerly carried which
limited, by mathematical formula, the
amount which could be reimbursed for
indirect costs incurred by research grant
recipients. As he pointed out, this mat-
ter is explained in some detail in con-
nection with proceedings on the Labor-
HEW appropriation bill.

Mr. LATRD. Mr. Speaker, to move on
for a moment to a more general dis-
cussion of the conference report that is
before this House, I think it should be
pointed out that the Congress, in its
wisdom, has incorporated in the final
version of the Defense appropriation bill
for fiscal 1966 most of the major recom-
mendations contained in the additional
views which accompanied the Defense
Appropriations Committee report last
June 17, 1965.

This is not an attempt to say “I told
you so.” The gituation is much more
serious than that. It is, instead, an
attempt to demonstrate to the Members
of this body that too little consideration
was given to actual defense needs dur-
ing this first session of the 89th Con-
gress and too much consideration was
given to other factors such as the
domestic programs of the Great Society,
the mirage of an economy budget, and
the creation of a false euphoria as far as
the adequacy of our defense budget
with respect to Vietnam was concerned.

For the first time in memory, addi-
tional views were submitted by the
minority members of the Defense Appro-
priations Committee, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Lipscome]l, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MINsHALL],
and myself.

Consider these facts:

Additional views: Deplored inade-
quate funding for Vietnam war. Cited
testimony of responsible officials other
than Secretary of Defense supporting
charge of inadequacy. Called for revi-
sion of fiscal 1966 defense budget reflect-
ing adequate funding. Predicted need
for supplemental request within short
period.

Subsequent developments: The ad-
ministration requested that $1.7 billion
in additional funds be added to the
Senate version of the Defense appro-
priation bill as a “partial funding” for
the increased needs of the war in Viet-
nam. It is clear that an additional
supplemental request will be forthcom-
ing next January or February and that
that request will be in the neighborhood
of $4 or $5 billion.

Additional views: Devoted substantial
portion of additional views to folly of
establishing the so-called STEP pro-
gram—special training and enlistment
program—on the basis that STEP would
not meet the personnel needs of the Army
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since the major manpower problem is to
attract and retain skilled personnel.

Subsequent development: the confer-
ence committee, in its wisdom, elimi-
nated the STEP program from the De-
partment of Defense appropriation bill
for fiscal 1966.

Additional views: Expressed deep con-
cern about the level of effort in advanced
developments. Specifically singled out
among others the lag in development
work on the military uses of space and
pointed out that “far too many delays
have already been incurred” in getting
the manned orbital laboratory—MOL—
started.

Subsequent developments: The Presi-
dent at a recent news conference finally
recognized the very critical need for
pushing ahead with the MOL program.
At his news conference on August 25,
the President said:

I am today instructing the Department of
Defense to immediately proceed with the de-
velopment of a manned orbiting laboratory.

It is to be devoutly hoped that the ad-
ministration’s belated recognition of the
need for developing the military uses of
space will not be judged by history as
having come too late to overtake our ad-
versary’s concentrated efforfs in this
area.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that is before us
is a much improved bill over the version
that was passed earlier this year by the
House. I feel compelled, however, to
point out that during floor debate on
June 23, the chairman of this committee,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MagoN]
read into the REecorp a letter from the
Secretary of Defense dated June 9, 1965.
In that letter, in an attempt to counter
the additional views of the minority
members of this committee, the Secre-
tary said, and I quote:

The fiscal year 1966 defense budget request
now hefore the Congress would provide all
the funds we need at this time to continue
the strengthening of our overall military
posture and to carry out whatever combat
operations our forces are called upon to per-
form during the next 12 months.

During floor debate, I disputed this
with the following remarks:

It will be demonstrated again in January
or February of next year if not sooner when
another supplemental request will be sub-
mitted for the fiscal 1966 budget to remedy
the inadequacies in the bill that is before
this body today.

As we all now know, less than 2 months
later this administration requested
another $1.7 billion and further indi-
cated that there would be additional re-
quests early next year.

It was also pointed out during floor
debate that there were possibly short-
ages in some of the units not committed
to Vietnam. This has been substan-
tiated by the report of the Senate Pre-
megness Subcommittee. At the time,

Closely related to these conslderations
(Vietnam) is the need for recognition that
we are playing a dangerous game in regard
to other present and future possible com-
mitments of men and materials. I would
caution very strongly as was done in our
additional views that equipment and mili-
tary priorities for Vietnam must not be per-
mitted to so deplete active forces inventory
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as to impair the readiness of our forces not
committed to Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, subsequent developments
have partially resolved some of the con-
cern expressed in our additional views
of last June. But as the gentleman
from California has so aptly pointed
out grave concerns still remain, not only
about inadequacy of funding but also
about the methods being used by the
Secretary of Defense to resolve short-
term crises in the Defense Establish-
ment with little regard for the long-
term consequences. The result is the
very real danger that the Congress will
lose all meaningful control in the appro-
priations process with respect to the De-
partment of Defense.

It is to be hoped that the Congress
will reassert its proper role in dealing
with the Defense Establishment in future
years.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
deserves the support of each and every
Member of the House of Representatives.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, I regret hearing the
gentleman from Wisconsin say that the
January defense budget as submitted to
the Congress was a fraud. I think this
was intemperate and unjustifiable lan-
guage.

The defense budget was made up late
last year, and it was not possible at that
time to foresee the full extent of devel-
opments in Vietnam and in southeast
Asia. It was not possible at that time to
foresee what was going to happen with
respect to India and Pakistan. This is
a very large and fluid world, and the
Defense budget submitted by President
Johnson in January was about $6 billion
above the last defense budget, I believe,
of the previous administration. So I
think it is most unfortunate and in-
defensible that the word “fraud” had
been injected into this discussion.

Mr. LAIRD., Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON. Iyield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. But certainly the gentle-
man from Texas knows full well that the
guidelines that were used to draw up the
fiscal 1966 budget with respect to Viet-
nam were the same guidelines set forth
by the Secretary of Defense to draw up
the fiscal year 1965 budget, and we have
testimony to that effect. The testimony
before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on Preparedness shows very
clearly that no effort was made in Janu-
ary or in November or at any time in
preparation of the 1966 budget to replace
stocks that were currently being used in
Vietnam and being drawn from the Re-
serve National Guard units stockpile.

As a matter of fact, the bombs and
ammunition, not to mention the person-
nel that accounted for the operation
and maintenance account, did not take
into consideration the changing circum-
stances that had come about from 1963
to 1966. The point I wish to make, and
perhaps I have not made it as clearly as
I should, and I am sure the gentleman
from Texas will agree, is that the fund-
ing of the Vietnamese effort was not in-
cluded.
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The stepped-up activities that started
in November, December and January
were not included in this particular
budget request. But I believe a great
many American people thought the $100
billion expenditure that was given great
publicity all over the United States as a
great master stroke, did include all
spending for the fiscal year 1966, when
those of us who serve on this committee
know full well that it did not include the
spending efforts for the fiscal year 1966
and did not include the funds needed to
finance this war in Vietnam. I shall
support, and I am sure Members on my
side of the aisle will join with Members
on your side of the aisle, in supporting
these needed funds to carry on this
effort. But I still say there were many
people in this country who were misled
by this great master stroke of a $100 bil-
lion expenditure when the full funding
was not requested.

Mr. MAHON. I would like to point out
just how erroneous some of the state-
ments made by the gentleman from Wis-
consin seems to be. The gentleman, I be-
lieve, is mixing bananas and apples. The
President said in January that he hoped
to hold the spending budget to $100 bil-
lion for this year—that is the expendi-
ture budget. But he said his appropria-
tion budget was about $106 billion. So
this is something that every well-in-
formed person knew or could find out,
that the President requested in January
appropriations in the sum of $106 billion
and not $100 billion. The expenditure
budget was about $100 billion for the cur-
rent fiscal year.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me for a brief state-
ment, since he referred to my remarks?

Mr. MAHON. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. In my remarks I very
carefully referred to the expenditure
budget and not to the appropriation
budget. I made very clear that the sup-
plemental of 1965 would be reflected in
the expenditure budget of 1966. But if
the gentleman objects to the words
“phony" or “fraudulent” as not being de-
scriptive, I would be willing to use the
term “not accurate” or “misleading.”
The budget which was submitted to us to
finance the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year 1966 was not accurate.

I point to the testimony of our com-
mittee appearing on page 62 of the com-
mittee report in which it is very clearly
pointed out that guidelines were used
which were 2 years old to draw up this
budget, and they did not take into con-
sideration the situation that we had to
face up to in Vietnam. That is the point
I wish to make. I think that it is very
clear—and the testimony which we used
on page 62 makes it clear—and if the
gentleman would feel better about the
term “not accurate,” I am willing to use
it. But certainly the budget that was
submitted to this Congress in January, as
far as the Department of Defense is con-
cerned, was not an accurate assessment
of the needs of this important Depart-
ment.

Mr. MAHON. With respect fo the
budget in January not being accurate,
I have never known of a budget being
wholly accurate if one means that what
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is predicted in the budget must trans-
pire. It was not foreseeable in January
that all of these things would develop as
they have. All budgets are estimates.
They are not guarantees as to what will
transpire. A budget is an estimate—a
financial plan—on which Congress can
operate.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Dowl.

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, allow me to
address myself to an item contained in
the conference report on H.R. 9221, mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense. An amount of $1.7 billion
has been added through conference for
purpose of military action in southeast
Asia.

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if American
citizens should be entirely happy over this
item in the appropriation bill for it un-
doubtedly will contribute to the expan-
sion of our military efforts in Vietnam.

This Congressman is voting in favor
of the entire appropriation, for the
reason that the appropriation bill con-
tains the major sums to serve the entire
Defense Establishment. Every Ameri-
can, I am sure, supports this foundation
of his country.

However, I have faith that it is not too
late to question the high policy which
our country is following, in an age when
we are too often at the brink of universal
war and disaster.

Is it not true that we may be aiding
the very ideologies which we oppose, by
our bombing raids in Vietnam, for it is
known worldwide that they result in
maiming and burning of innocent
civilians?

Is it not true that the military means
we are using are not serving too well to
deter the expansion of communism, in
the light of other developments in south-
east Asia? Adjacent to Vietnam, the
great nation of Indonesia, containing
100 million people, seems to be entering
the orbit with mainland China. Other
nations in that area, including Cambodia
and Pakistan—a little further away—
appear to have given up any cohesion
with our side. Do we not need a policy of
greater promise to win these nations
back?

Is it not true, Mr. Speaker, that the
action of one nation setting out by itself
to police a conflict beyond its own bor-
ders, without the concurrence of the
community of nations, is an anachro-
nism that will be difficult to sustain for
much longer in the world of today and of
the future?

Mr. Speaker, I have a profound respect
for the sincerity of the leadership in
our country, and a humble admiration
for the courage of men who are laying
down their lives in following the course
which the leadership has set.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, refusal
of the House conferees on the defense
appropriations bill to include in the 1966
ship repair provisions the current re-
quirement that at least 35 percent of
all naval ship repair be done in private
shipyards, inserted by the Senate, is a
blow that undoubtedly will further de-
press this already badly hurt industry.

Of equal importance is the fact that
it will cost the taxpayer many millions
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of dollars. Ship repairs are expensive—
and studies by two competent research
groups clearly show that the cost in navy
yards was decidedly higher than in the
private yards—as much as 32 percent in
some instances.

The decision to favor the high cost
navy yards over the lower cost private
yards is decidedly not in keeping with
President Johnson's plea for economy in
Government.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I am
wholeheartedly opposed to the removal
of the 35-65 formula in connection with
ship repairs. The House in its action
failed to include the formula as it has
in the past and the Senate in its version
of this bill included it. The conferees
retreated to the House position and,
hence, this historic and fair formula was
removed in the conference report.

I protest vigorously the failure of the
report to include the 35-65 formula
which is the only protection that pri-
vate industry has and that this country
has of maintaining private shipyards on
a standby basis, ready to serve the emer-
gency defense needs of this country.

I believe the removal of the formula
is a shortsighted and tragic error.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I regret that the conference committee
on the defense appropriation bill has
eliminated the amendment providing for
a fixed present age allocation of funds
for repair, alteration, and conversion of
naval vessels between private and naval
shipyards as passed by the Senate.

The arbitrary division of 35 percent to
private yards and 65 percent to naval
yvards for this work, which heretofore has
been the law, has in the past seemed to
me to be a division that failed to take
into consideration the variable demands
of the Navy and the exigencies of the
moment. It has seemed to me that the
private and Navy shipyards should stand
or fall on their own merits without rely-
ing on the statutory division of work.
Subsequent developments indicate that
these initial conclusions were wrong.

It has become increasingly obvious
that the efficiencies and economies of the
private yards are not given full con-
sideration in determining who will do the
work. The result is that the Navy, by
executive fiat, and without reference to
the economics of the situation, is award-
ing far more repair, alteration and con-
version work to naval yards than the
facts and circumstances justify.

I am delighted in the language of the
conference report to the effect that it is
essential to the security of the Nation
that most effective practical use of both
public and private shipyards be con-
tinued, and that the Secretary of Defense
has been requested to report quarterly to
the Congress as to the allocation of these
funds.

And we have had assurances from the
Navy that it projects a greater dollar
volume of work to be done by the private
vards in this fiscal year, than the last.
I would hope that this will be true, and
that the work will be allocated through-
out the country. However, in light of
what has in fact occurred in the Pacific
Northwest, in the 13th Naval District, in
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this fiscal year, I do not have complete
confidence in such assurances,

It is my understanding that as of
yesterday there have been only two ves-
sels in private yards for repair in the
entire 13th Naval District during this
fiscal year.

What the private yards seek, and what
is essential to our national security, is an
equitable allocation of this work, if these
private facilities are to survive and be
available in time of extreme emergency.

‘While the adoption of the conference
report will eliminate the 35-65 provision,
and I do not think it should be elimi-
nated, it will not eliminate the continu-
ing interest of this Congressman, and
many of my colleagues in preserving
private shipyard capacity, which ecan
only be done by an equitable division of
repair, alteration and conversion work.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the subject
matter of the conference report has been
effectively covered. I want to comment
very briefly, however, on three or four
items which are directly or indirectly
affected. They are intimately a part of
the military program.

First there is the serious prospect of
shortages in equipment and supplies.
No one in the Department of Defense
has appeared willing to face up to this.
Blanket denials have been issued and
possibly they are correct. The work of
Senator Stennis and his committee in
the Senate, however, indicate a different
story. It is readily understandable that
shortages could exist. The fact that
some of the reserve components are hav-
ing their equipment bled off would indi-
cate that such is the case. The state-
ment has been made that shortages are
now showing up in Europe in certain
items. The facts are we have been buy-
ing supplies, equipment, spare parts, ete.
at low rates for the last 3 or 4 years.
This was done only in an effort to save
money and with the realization that it
could in time of emergency result in
shortages. If there are shortages, we
simply have to face up to it and get the
production lines to rolling to insure that
those shortages do not become acute.

Military in space is finally having its
day in court. The manned orbiting
laboratory will be the principal vehicle.
After delays which were far too long, the
go ahead has been received. This bill
has all the funds that conceivably are
required. At this time I would hope
that a special effort will be made to in-
sure that everything be done which is
within reason which will advance the
state of the art of the military in space.

On yesterday I spoke at some length
in the House on the situation which ex-
ists in the Reserve components. The
Congress has repeatedly refused to ap-
prove the merger of the Reserves and
the National Guard. Yet the Depart-
ment of Defense has delayed a step up in
the training and equipment of units
which it says are below standard in both
regards. In other words the Depart-
ment has refused to proceed with an al-
ternative plan for the modernization
and training of units, and apparently
has simply held back support on the as-
sumption that sooner or later the Con-
gress would approve a merger. The
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Congress cannot in any way be blamed
for a lack of readiness in Reserve com-
ponent units. The fault rests squarely
in the Pentagon. If a realistic training
program is not now undertaken where
needed, the fault will continue to rest
with the Pentagon. Units can be
trained within the Reserve organization
just as well as within the Guard organi-
zation, and if they are not utilized to the
fullest possible extent where needed, this
will inevitably count as a deterrent to
national defense.

Finally there is the matter of money.
Everyone realizes this bill does not con-
tain enough money for the accelerated
war effort in Vietnam. The $2.4 billion
which have been appropriated specifi-
cally because of the implementation of
conflict since the first of the year is a
minor part of the total requirement.
When we come back in January we shall
probably be called upon to appropriate
twice as much and maybe more. There
are no shortcuts to victory in this con-
flict, and war does not come cheap.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 382, nays 0, not voting 50, as
follows:

[Roll No. 306]
YEAS—382

Abbitt Carey Edmondson
Abernethy Carter Edwards, Ala.
Adams Casey Edwards, Calif
Addabbo Cederberg Ellsworth
Albert Celler Erlenborn
Anderson, Ill. Chamberlain  Evans, Colo
Anderson, Chelf Everett

Tenn. Clancy Evins, Tenn
Andrews, Clark Fallon

Glenn Clausen, Farbstein
Andrews, Don H Farnum

N. Dak. Cleveland Fascell
Annunzio Clevenger Feighan
Ashbrook Cohelan Findley
Ashley Collier Fisher
Ashmore Colmer Flood
Aspinall Conable Flynt
Ayres Conte Fogarty
Baldwin Conyers Ford, Gerald R.
Bandstra Cooley Fountain
Baring Corbett Fraser
Barrett Corman Frelinghuysen .
Bates Craley Friedel
Battin Cramer Fulton,; Pa.
Beckworth Culver Fulton, Tenn.
Belcher Cunningham Fugqua
Bell Curtin Garmatz
Bennett Curtis Gathings
Betts Daddario Gettys
Bingham Dague Giaimo
Blatnik Daniels Glbbons
Boggs Davis, Ga. Gilbert
Boland Davis, Wis. Gonzalez
Bolling de la Garza Goodell
Bow Delaney Grabowski
Brademas Dent Green, Oreg.
Bray Denton Green, Pa.
Brock Derwinski Greigg
Brooks Devine Grider

d Dickinson Griffin

Broyhill, N.C. Diggs Griffiths
Broyhill, Va Dingell Gross
Buchanan Dole Grover
Burke Donohue Gubser
Burleson Dorn Gurney
Burton, Calif, Dow Hagan, Ga.
Burton, Utah Dowdy Hagen, Calif.
Byrne, Pa Downing Haley
Byrnes, Wis Dulski Hall
Cabell Duncan, Oreg. Halleck
Callan Duncan, Tenn. Halpern
Callaway Dwyer Hamilton
Cameron Dyal Hanley
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Hanna Mahon Rooney, N.Y.
Hansen, Idaho Mailliard Roosevelt
Hansen, ITowa Marsh Rosenthal
Hansen, Wash. Martin, Ala. Rostenkowski
Hardy Martin, Mass. Roush
Harris Martin, Nebr. Rumsfeld
Harsha Mathias Ryan
Harvey, Ind. Matsunaga Satterfleld
Harvey, Mich. Matthews St Germain
Hathaway Meeds St. Onge
Hawkins Michel Saylor
Hays Mills Scheuer
Hechler Minish Schisler
Helstoski Mink Schmidhauser
Henderson Minshall Schneebeli
Herlong Mize Schweiker
Hicks Moeller Scott
Holifleld Monagan Secrest
Holland Moore Selden
Horton Mpoorhead Shriver
Hosmer Morgan Sickles
Howard Morrison Bikes
Hull Morse Bisk
Hungate Morton Skubita
Huot Mosher Slack
Hutchinson Moss Smith, Calif.
Irwin Multer Smith, Va.
Jacobs Murphy, Il Springer
Jarman Murphy, N.Y. Stafford
Jennings Mu Staggers
Joelson Natcher Stalbaum
Johnson, Calif. Nedzi Stanton
Johneon, Okla. Nix Steed
Johnson, Pa. O'Brien Stephens
Jonas O'Hara, Il Stratton
Jones, Ala. O'Hara, Mich. Stubblefield
Jones, Mo. O’Konskl Sweeney
Karsten Olsen, Mont. Talcott
Karth Olson, Minn Teague, Calif.
Kastenmeier O'Neal, Ga. Teague, TexX.
Kee O'Neill, Mass. Tenzer
Keith Passman Thompson, N.J.
Eelly Patman Thomson, Wis.
Keogh Patten Todd
King, Calif. Pelly Trimble
Eing, N.Y, Pepper Tuck
King, Utah Perkins Tuten
Kirwan Philbin Udall
Eluczynski Pickle Ullman
Eornegay Pike Utt
Krebs Pirnie Vanik
Kunkel Poage Vivian
Laird Pofl Waggonner
Landrum Powell Walker, Miss.
Langen Price Walker, N. Mex,
Leggett Purcell Watkins
Lennon Quie Watson
Lindsay Quillen Watts
Lipscomb Race ‘Weltner
Long, La, Randall Whalley
Long, Md Redlin White, Idaho
Love Reid, 11l White, Tex.
McCarthy Reid, N.Y. Whitener
McClory Resnick Whitten
MecCulloch Reuss Willlams
McDade Rhodes, Ariz. Willis
McDowel! Rhodes, Pa. Wilson,
McEwen Rivers, Alaska Charles H.
McFall Rivers, 8.0. Wolff
McGrath Roberts Wright
McMillan Robison Wyatt
MeVicker Rodino Wydler
Macdonald Rogers, Colo. Yates
MacGregor Rogers, Fla. Young
Machen Rogers, Tex. Younger
Madden Ronan Zablocki
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—50

Adair Gray Roybal
Andrews, Hébert Senner

George W. Ichord Shipley
Arends Latta Smith, Iowa
Berry Mackay Smith, N.Y,
Bolton Mackie Sullivan
Bonner May Taylor
Brown, Calif.  Miller Thomas
Cahill Morris Thompson, Tex.
Clawson, Del  Nelsen Toll
Dawson Ottinger Tunney
Farnsley Pool Tupper
Fino Pueinskl Van Deerlin
Foley Reifel Vigorito
Ford, Reirecke Widnall

William D. Roncalio Wilson, Bob
Gallagher Rooney, Pa.
Gilligan Roudebush

So the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Adair.
Mr. Taylor with Mr. Nelsen.
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Mr. Toll with Mr. Cahill.

. Mackay with Mr. Roudebush.

. Miller with Mrs. May.

. Farnsley with Mr. Del Clawson,
George W. Andrews with Mr. Reifel.
Vigorito with Mr. Berry.

Pool with Mr. Derwinski.

Gray with Mr. Latta.

Morris with Mr. Widnall.

Ottinger with Mr. Tupper.

Tunney with Mr. Smith of New York.

Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Van
Deerlin.

Mr. Roncalio with Mr. Bonner.

Mr. Ichord with Mr. William D. Ford.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Dawson.

Mr, Smith of Iowa with Mr. Mackie.

Mr. Senner with Mr. Thompson of Texas.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana changed his
vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 8: Page 4, line 8,
insert: *“: Provided, That the Army Reserve
shall be maintained at an average strength of
not less than 270,000 during fiscal year 1966."

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MaHoN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 8 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed, insert: “: Provided,
That the Army Reserve will be programed
to attain an end strength of two hundred
seventy thousand for fiscal year 1966".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 10: Page 6, line
12: insert: “Provided further, That the Army
National Guard shall be maintained at an

average strength of not less than 380,000
during fiscal year 1966.”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Masmon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 10 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed insert: “: Provided
further, That the Army National Guard will
be programed to attain an end strength of not
less than three hundred eighty thousand for
fiscal year 1966.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 16: Page 26, line
B, insert:

“TITLE V—EMERGENCY FUND, SOUTHEAST ASIA
“Department of Defense
“Emergency Fund, Southeast Asia

“For transfer by the Secretary of Defense,
upon determination by the President that
such action is necessary in connection with
military activities in southeast Asia, to any
appropriation available to the Department of
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Defense for military functions, to be merged
with and to be available for the same pur-
poses, and for the same time period as the
appropriation to which transferred, $1,700,-
000,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That transfers under this authority
may be made and funds utilized, without
regard to the provisions of subsection (b) of
section 412 of Public Law 86-149, as amended,
10 U.8.C. 4774(d), 10 U.S.C. 9774(d), section
366 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40
U.B8.C. 255), and 41 U.S.C. 12.”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mamon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 16 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 24: Page 30, line
17, insert: *; (h) for the purchase of milk
for enlisted personnel of the Department of
Defense heretofore made available pursuant
to section 1446(a), title 7, United States
Code."”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Manonw moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 24 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed, insert: *;
(h) for the purchase of milk enlisted per-
sonnel of the Department of Defense here-
tofore made available pursuant to section
1446a, title 7, United States Code.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 81: Page 34, line
25, insert: *(d) The Secretary of Defense
shall immediately advise the Committees
on Appropriations of the Congress of the ex-
ercise of any authority granted in this sec-
tion, and shall report monthly on the esti-
mated obligations incurred pursuant to sub-
sections (b) and (¢).”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Mamon moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 31 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement,

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No., 62.. Page 47, line 4,
insert:

“Segc. 640. Only upon the approval by the
Congress, through the enactment of law
hereafter, of a realinement or reorganization
of the Army Reserve Components, the Secre-
tary may transfer the balances of appropria-
tions made in this Act for the support of the
Army Reserve Components to the extent
necessary to implement such a realinement
or reorganization; and the provisions in this
Act establishing average strengths for the
Army Reserve and the Army National Guard
shall cease to be effective.”

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Ma#oN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the Senate numbered 62 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed, insert the following:

“SEc. 639. Only upon the approval by the
Congress, through the enactment of law
hereafter, of a realinement or recrganization
of the Army Reserve Components, the Secre-
tary may transfer the balances of appropria-
tions made in this Act for the support of the
Army Reserve Components to the extent
necessary to implement such a realinement
or reorganization; and the provisions in this
Act establishing strengths for the Army
Reserve and the Army National Guard shall
cease to be effective.”

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the confer-
ence report and the several motions was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks in
connection with the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

DISMISSING THE FIVE MISSISSIPPI
ELECTION CONTESTS AND DE-
CLARING THE RETURNED MEM-
BERS ARE DULY ENTITLED TO
THEIR SEATS IN THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I eall up House Resolution
585 and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 585

Resolved, That the election contests of
Augusta Wheadon, contestant, against
Thomas G. Abernethy, contestee, First Con-
gressional District of the State of Missis-
sippi; Fannie Lou Hamer, contestant, against
Jamie L. Whitten, contestee, Second Con-
gressional District of the State of Missls-
sippl; Mildred Cosey, Evelyn Nelson, and
Allen Johnson, contestants, against John Bell
Williams, contestee, Third Congressional Dis-
trict of the State of Mississippi; Annie
DeVine, contestant, against Prentiss Walker,
contestee, Fourth Congressional District of
the State of Mississippi; and Victoria Jackson
Gray, contestant, against William M. Colmer,
contestee, Fifth Congressional District of the
State of Mississippi, be dismissed and that
the said Thomas G. Abernethy, Jamile L.
Whitten, John Bell Williams, Prentiss Walker,
and Willlam M. Colmer are entitled to their
seats as Representatives of said districts
and State.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 1 hour.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
20 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Lipsconms], and pending that,
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I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. Asgmore] the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Elections of
the House Administration Committee.

Mr. ASHMORE. Mr, Speaker, during
the 10 years that I have had the honor to
serve as chairman of the Elections Sub-
committee it has been my privilege to
work with several of the finest and most
dependable Members of this House of
Representatives.

I am thinking of such colleagues as
GLENN LipscoMB, WALT ABBITT, CHARLIE
GooDELL, SAMUEL DevVINE, CHUCK CHAM-
BERLAIN, JOE WAGGONNER, SAM (GIBBONS,
Carr PERKINS, John Lesinski, HuGH
CAREY, WILLARD CURTIN, and JoHw Davis,
a former judge from the State of Georgia.
Throughout the years such men as these,
and I, have investigated some extremely
important and closely contested election
cases. For example, Hays against Alford,
Rouse against Chambers, Oliver against
Hale, Coad against Dolliver, Carter
against LaCompte, Mahoney against
Wint Smith, and so forth. And in each
and every case that we have handled, the
findings and recommendations of your
subcommittee have been approved by the
full committee, and likewise approved by
this House, when necessary for a resolu-
tion to come to the floor.

Please do not think for one moment
that I am here to boast about the activ-
ities or accomplishments of the Elections
Subcommittee, for I am net, but I am
humbly proud of the record that we have
made and I hope and pray with you, my
colleagues, still have faith, trust and con-
fidence in the Elections Subcommittee.

In our search for the truth and for
the will of the voters, which we sought in
every investigation, certain facts and cir-
cumstances have been significant. For
example, was there a valid certificate of
election of the challenged Member’s seat
on file in the Clerk’s office in this House?
And also was the oath of office admin-
istered to the Member by the Speaker of
the House? An affirmative answer to
these questions establishes a prima facie
right of the Member to his seat. In the
cases which you are now judging, each
of the challenged Members has estab-
lished a prima facie right to his seat.
But the committee does not stand solely
on the prima facie cases established by
the Mississippi Members, because it has
gone much further into the details of the
charges against them and found numer-
ous additional and valid grounds to dis-
miss these contests sponsored by people
represented by more than a hundred
lawyers.

Some of the other grounds upon which
we base our findings are: the fact that
the contestants did not avail themselves
of the proper legal steps to challenge
their alleged exclusions from the regis-
tration books and ballots, prior to the
election, nor did they even attempt to
challenge the issuance of the Governor's
certificate of election, in Federal District
Court, after the election was held. These
things they could have done, and they
should have done, and their failures to
do so were serious and vital factors which
the committee was compelled to consider.
Not only do I say there were serious fail-
ures on the part of the contestants, but
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you as Members of this House, and your
predecessors in office, so held in the 1943
case that came up from the State of
Georgia. In that case, the contestant,
McEvoy, attempted to run as an inde-
pendent Republican, a political party not
known in Georgia. McEvoy's name did
not appear on any ballot in his congres-
sional district, just as the names of these
challengers today did not appear on any
official ballot in Mississippi in the 1964
general election. In that case, the Mec-
Evoy case, this House of Representatives
found that McEvoy had failed to use and
exhaust the proper legal remedies avail-
able to him under the laws of his State.
The House further concluded that the
contestant had thus failed to make out
a case, and dismissed the contest against
the contestee.

The committee is also well aware that
all of the contestants in this case contend
that Negroes have been systematically
excluded from registering and voting in
the State of Mississippi. But even if
these charges are true I say to you, this
‘House in the past has refused to declare
a seat vacant where large numbers of
voters were known to be illegally disen-
franchised, the House saying that it pre-
ferred to “measure the wrong”—II Hinds
Precedents, page 1075.

And I think what the House meant in
that case was simply this: a Member of
Congress should not, and would not, be
held responsible for the wrongful acts of
some registration officer back in his home
district who refused to issue certificates
to qualified people. And that is the pri-
mary complaint of these contestants.
Yes, my friends, how can you, or I, or the
Members from Mississippi, know of, or
control, these officers back home when
we are attempting to attend to our duties
here for 10, 11, or 12 months out of the
year?

Certainly there is not one word of evi-
dence in these cases of any collusion with
the registration or other voting officers
in the State of Mississippi. And in this
regard let me cite you to the LaGuardia
case in New York in 1925. There, Can-
non’s Precedents—section 164, pages 311—
315—says, and I quote:

The contestee holds the certificate of elec-
tion. His title can only be overturned upon
satisfactory evidence that he was not elect-
ed. His seat in this body cannot be jeopar-
dized by the faults of others. It has been
held that the House has no right unneces-
sarily to make the title of a Representative
to his seat depend upon the acts, omissions,
diligence, or laches of others.

Is that not fair, and just and equita-
ble? I think so.

Your committee also considered the
fact that the laws of the State of Missis-
sippi and the Federal laws under which
the presidential and congressional elec-
tion of November 3, 1964, was held are
all deemed constitutional inasmuch as
they have not been set aside by the de-
cision of any court of competent juris-
diction. Therefore, we must consider
how many votes these Members of Con-
gress received in the regular, valid, legal
election as compared to the number of
votes the contestants received in their
unofficial, unauthorized mock election
held over a period of 4 days—October 30—
November 2, 1964—see returns.
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Presidential and congressional election of
Nov. 3, 1964—Mississippi
FOR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS

e e S SIS s O L
Republican___

52,618
-- 366, 528

FOR U.S. SENATOR
John C. Stennis, Democrat____.____ 343, 364
FOR REPRESENTATIVE

1. Thomas G. Abernethy, Democrat. 60, 052
2. Jamie L. Whitten, Democrat..-. 70,218
3. John Bell Williams, Democrat--.. 84,503
4, Arthur Winstead, Democrat.._.. 28,057
Prentiss Walker, Republican.._. 35, 277
5. William M. Colmer, Democrat._... 83,120
2d district:
Fannle Lou Hamer - -coceeeeo 33, 008
Jamie L. Whitten. o cacaa-- 59
4th district:
Annie Devine_ ..o oocmo oo 9,067
Arthur Winstead_ .- ______
Prentiss Walker___ - .- 0
5th district:
Victoria Gray_-..i e oo 10, 138

William Meyers Colmer.......-

So, if you count every vote the con-
testants claim, they fall far short—even
where “all citizens qualified were per-
mitted to vote.” It must be abundantly
clear that all the votes they claim were
not sufficient to have changed the out-
come of the election in any district in
Mississippi.

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, the committee
wishes to emphasize these additional
facts: The Voting Rights Act of 1965 is
now the law of the land, in full force
and effect. And the alleged practices
complained of by the contestants in the
1964 Mississippi elections would consti-
tute violations of the new act if occur-
ring subsequent to its enactment. So
there is now clear and adequate legal
authority for the Federal Government to
protect the rights of voters and to as-
sure the right of all citizens to become
registered voters.

In the light of all the facts and cir-
cumstances, I am convinced beyond
every doubt that these contests should
be dismissed. And I urge that you vote
accordingly.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GoobeLLl.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, this is
a case that has concerned all of us in
this Congress for the past 8 months. It
carries with it, to a degree, ramifications
and implications that affect each of us
and our seats here in the Congress of the
United States. I served as the ranking
member on this subcommittee and with
some of my colleagues insisted that the
merits of this narrow issue that is pre-
sented to us today be argued fully before
the subcommittee; and I believe it was.
I want to compliment all those who were
involved with these arguments on both
sides of the issue. They did a fine job
of presenting concisely and clearly their
viewpoint.

Now, what is the issue that is presented
to us today? There is a motion in the
form of a resolution before us to dismiss
the action contesting this election. In
looking at this motion to dismiss we
must understand the background and
circumstances of the election.

First of all, in November 1964, there
were five races in the State of Mississippi
for Congress, and in four of those races

September 17, 1965

there was no contest whatsoever. There
was no candidate running in opposition
to the incumbent. We are faced then
with a situation wherein we are asked to
unseat by contestants who had no part
in this election procedure whatsoever.

In 1965 many of us joined in writing
a Voting Rights Act. Many of us were
deeply concerned that in the future the
commitment of that Voting Rights Act of
1965 be carried over to the other pro-
cedures of the House to be sure that the
1965 Voting Rights Act was observed.
We have here today a committee report
which commits this Congress and the
House Administration Committee to ex-
amine and scrutinize all elections in the
future with an eye to the Voting Rights
Act of 1965.

We will, in my opinion, use the power
to unseat in the future, if there is cor-
roborative evidence of the violation of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

These were concessions which I fought
for and which others on the subcom-
mittee fought for in the committee re-
port so that we could have these as a
matter of legislative history in this his-
toric debate today.

Finally, and most importantly, we have
had election contests before us in the
past. There is tremendous confusion
about the proper procedure under which
a contestant may bring a contest before
this House.

But, we have had the finest legal coun-
sel in this country trapped by the con-
fusion of precedents and law that exists
now in our contested election procedures.

Mr. Speaker, we have a commitment in
this committee report, which I am sure
all of my colleagues on the House Ad-
ministration Committee will affirm, that
we intend to investigate and change the
election contest procedure so that there
will be no further traps to those who wish
a day in court provided by this great
body of the House of Representatives
and the House Administration Commit-
tee.

Mr. Speaker, with this legislative his-
tory before us, we are voting on a mo-
tion to dismiss the election contest,
which I support.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HAwWKINS].

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, my re-
marks are certainly not directed toward
any individual in this House and cer-
tainly not to be implied as any criticism
of the chairman of the House Adminis-
tration Committee or to attack the in-
tegrity of the Elections Subcommittee.
It is to state the issue which is involved
this afternoon and the position of the
minority on the committee. Unfortu-
nately, it is not to debate the merits of
the case.

I think that it has been well demon-
strated thus far that the differences of
opinion about those who even signed the
majority report is an indication to us
that the merits of the case are to be yet
decided.

Mr. Speaker, the motion to recommit
which the minority members of the com-
mittee will support is merely to imple-
E;nt. the decision to have further hear-

S.
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Mr. Speaker, the majority report seeks
to establish the fact that whatever dis-
criminatory practices might have existed
in the Mississippi congressional election
of 1964 are not sufficient to serve as the
basis of a challenge which this House
ought to consider on its merits.

But, I ask this House, if the discrimi-
natory practices with regard to voting
procedures which existed in the State of
Mississippi in 1964, discriminatory prac-
tices which the President of the United
States recognized so clearly in his his-
toric address to the Congress last March,
disecriminatory practices which the U.S.
Civil Rights Commission has documented
so completely in their report on Missis-
sippi for 1965, and upon which that dis-
tinguished Commission based its con-
clusion that the State of Mississippi was
operating in open violation of the 15th
amendment to the Constitution; dis-
criminatory practices which the U.S. De-
partment of Justice has documented in
over 30 suits brought against county after
county in that State—if, I say, this un-
contradicted and uncontradictable evi-
dence of discriminatory practices with
regard to voting procedures existing in
Mississippi in 1964 is not sufficient to
serve as the basis for a proper challenge,
then what evidence shall suffice?

Mr. Speaker, to adopt the majority
report is to establish a precedent which
I say shall forever foreclose the Negro
citizens of the South from calling upon
the Congress to unseat those who may
ascend to their seats by a system that
excludes citizens who oppose the domi-
nant group.

Mr. Speaker, the committee majority
found that the primary question for
them to consider was, was there an elec-
tion, and it found that there was. But
I ask this House, Is there really any ques-
tion that there was an election? Of
course, there was. No one has denied
that. But the issue raised by this chal-
lenge is whether there was a valid, con-
stitutional election and whether quali-
fied citizens could avail themselves of the
electoral and political processes of the
State in which they live.

Mr. Speaker, that is the question which
the committee should more thoroughly
consider.

We are not seeking in this motion to
recommit to answer that question nor
are we asking you to answer that ques-
tion this afternoon. We are merely ask-
ing that this House should withhold its
judgment on this matter until more ade-
quate and public hearings are held.
Should we hasten to make a judgment
against which there is no appeal?

I, therefore, urge the House to recom-
mit this matter to the committee for a
thorough hearing.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
RooseveLT] such time as he may require,

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the motion to recom-
mit to the House District Committee the
“Mississippi challenge’ cases.

This body—and every one of us—must
face our moral responsibility to the great
democratic processes of our Nation.
Once the technical and legal points have
been argued and assessed, there remains
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a great overriding issue. It is a moral
issue. Can we support continued service
in this body of persons elected by what
must be frankly recognized as a perver-
sion and misuse of our elected processes?
That such practices have long been a
part of the political life of the State of
Mississippi, that they have, by custom
and usage, become an accepted way of
life for thousands and millions of people,
makes even more clear the necessity to
accept our moral responsibility and to
act upon it.

This is not a matter of personalities.
These Members are my good friends.
But I must overlook that. I must look
to the people of the State of Mississippi,
to the people of the Nation, to the people
of other lands. Democracy, and its proc-
esses, are at issue.

To those who say that the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 will require correc-
tion of these practices—and that the
Representatives from Mississippi will
hereafter be elected by constitutional
means is no answer to the question pres-
ently before us. What will be done can-
not obviate what has been done. The
present Mississippi delegation is the one
that concerns us today.

The record in the Mississippi contested
election cases of 1965 bring before the
House overwhelming evidence of the
simple, stark facts upon which these cases
rest—the almost total, systematie, and
deliberate exclusion of the Negro citizens
of Mississippi from the electoral proc-
esses of that State. Only 7 percent of
the Negro citizens of voting age were
registered to vote. Over 450,000 Negro
citizens were excluded from the electoral
process during which the Members of
this House were elected. The unim-
peachable facts of wholesale Negro dis-
enfranchisement make a mockery out of
the constitutional requirement that the
Members of this House be chosen “by
the people of the several States.”

It is now thoroughly well established
that the Negroes of Mississippi have
voted and registered in such pitifully
small numbers because they have been
prevented from doing so by an unrelent-
ing program of legislation, discrimina-
tory administrative procedures, violence,
and intimidation. The array of findings
on this score is indeed impressive and
the condition is statewide—it exists to
an overwhelming degree in each of the
five congressional districts here in ques-
tion.

Although court decisions have been
extremely ineffectual in eliminating the
massive disenfranchisement of Negro
citizens in Mississippi, the findings by
Federal courts in county after county
represent an impressive array of proof of
the pattern of discrimination. These
decisions relate to counties throughout
the State.

The President, in his message to Con-
gress of March 15, 1965, summed up in
terms which leave no possibility of fur-
ther doubt all the proof of the fact that
Negroes have been excluded from the
electoral process in Mississippi.

Depositions were taken in the Mis-
sissippi contest in more than 30 counties
of the State of Mississippi. Over 400

witnesses testified. Over 10,000 pages of'
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detailed testimony, all subject to the
right of cross-examination, tell the story
of Negro disenfranchisement again and
again.

This almost total exclusion of Negro
citizens from the electoral processes of
Mississippi is the result of almost a cen-
tury of operation of what has come to
be known through the Nation as the
Mississippi plan. Since 1875 the domi-
nant white political structure of the State
has openly and consciously utilized every
possible technique to disenfranchise the
Negro and perpetuate a system of white
supremacy. The specifics may vary but
the broad outlines of the formula by
which Negro disenfranchisement has
been achieved remain the same over
years. It is a combination of violence
and laws which invite discriminaton by
granting broad discretion to local regis-
trars who are part of a conspiracy to
prevent Negro participation in the elec-
toral process.

The report of the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission only this May, the many
decisions of the Federal courts, the over
400 depositions taken in these contests,
all reveal in details repeated over and
over again, that the Mississippi plan of
1875 and 1890 is still very much in effect.
For almost 100 years the Negro citizens
of Mississippi have been consciously, de-
liberately, and systematically excluded
from the political processes of the State.
The records of these contested elections
now bring before this House for its judg-
ment the Mississippi plan in its full
flower.

The massive disenfranchisement of the
Negro citizens of Mississippi which has
been now so fully demonstrated in the
records of the present cases renders the
elections here patently violative of the
Federal Constitution. It is much too
late to argue blandly as the sitting Mem-
bers do that the Mississippi election laws
are “legal” and “constitutional.” On
June 7, 1965, the Governor of their own
State publicly conceded that the two
central registration provisions of the
Mississippl Constitution were unconsti-
tutional. Laws comparable in every re-
spect to the Mississippi registration and
election provisions have this term of
court been stricken down by the Supreme
Court of the United States.

These cases present to the House a
truly extraordinary situation. Sitting
Members seek to sustain their right to
seats in the House obtained in elections
the Governor of the State now concedes
were conducted under unconstitutional
registration and election laws. The po-
sition of the sitting Members, as set
forth in their answers, has now been
completely undermined by the Gover-
nor and legislature of their own State.

The flagrant unconstitutionality of the
legislation through which for over 70
years the State of Mississippi has sys-
tematically and thoroughly excluded its
Negro citizens from the franchise is not
conceded by all. The only question re-
maining is whether the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States will
tolerate elections for Members of the
House conducted under unconstitutional
laws which have excluded from the elec-
toral process a substantial number of
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citizens of the State whose only disquali-
fication from voting has been that their
skin is black.

In contest after contest in which evi-
dence of wholesale Negro disenfranchise-
ment has been laid before the House,
this legislative body has met its con-
stitutional duty to unseat contestees
whose purported authority to member-
ship in the House rests upon such elec-
tions. The current challenges to the
Mississippi contestees do not present new
and untested guestions to the House.
They are thoroughly supported by a long
line of the most important and honor-
able precedents of the House itself. In
over 40 election contests in the past this
House has set aside election results where
Negro citizens were excluded from the
voting process.

Mr. Speaker, full and adequate hear-
ings on this matter have not been held.
The motion to recommit, which will be
offered, and which I will support, will give
us the opportunity to grant the thorough
and detailed consideration which it de-
serves. Iurge my colleagues to reject the
resolution before us, and to recommit
these challenge cases to the Committee
on House Administration.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CurTIs].

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the House
of Representatives, under the Constitu-
tion, has the clear responsibility to be
the judge of the elections, terms, and
qualifications of its own Members. This
is an exclusive responsibility which the
House must accept. There is no appeal.
Political or injudicious acts in executing
this responsibility will demean this body,
its Members, and the Constitution. Jus-
tice delayed is justice denied. This is
September, and the merits of this case
clearly required prompt study and reso-
lution which have not been provided.

Here we are supposed to be debating
and deliberating upon a matter on which
many Members, including myself, would
take 15 to 20 minutes to express our
views. This 2 minutes is the most time
that can be granted to me. I was lucky
to get 2 minutes.

These are the procedures that the ma-
jority party have been employing
throughout this Congress on this issue
and every issue.

In my statement that will appear in
the REecorp is a discussion of the proce-
dures that have been followed in this
matter. I could not agree with the gen-
tleman who preceded me more that this
matter should be referred back to the
committee. The committee should go
forward, even at this late date, to de-
velop the evidence for whatever it is
worth. Incidentally, may I say I was
one of those who voted in January to
seat the officially designated, duly elect-
ed Members from Mississippi, because,
in my judgment, it was quite clear that
the official stamp was there. The matter
did require immediate hearings and full
hearings in the Committee on House
Administration. The majority party is
responsible for this procedure not going
forward promptly. It had it within its
power to have resolved this issue early,
as it .could have been,
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Hereafter follows my prepared speech.

Mr. Speaker, I have studied the report of
the Committee on House Administration
which accompanies House Resolution 585,
the resolution to dismiss the five Mississippi
election contests and to declare that the
sitting Members are duly entitled to their
seats in the House of Representatives. I am
unconvinced by the report.

When this issue was before the House in
January 1965, I voted to seat the Mississippl
Members-elect. I did so because I thought
it unfair and an unwise precedent to deny an
entire State its representation in Congress
without any facts or information of challenge
having been submitted, studied, and con-
sidered. And further I did so anticipating
that a challenge would be brought under the
established procedures for such matters
which could then be considered and judged
on its merits, In short, I voted to seat the
delegation because a case had not been made
against them. ;

The House of Representatives, under arti-
cle I, section 5 of the Constitution, has a
clear responsibility to “be the Judge of the
elections, returns, and qualifications of its
own Members.” This is an exclusive respon-
sibility which the House must accept and
execute Jjudiclously. There is no appeal.
Political or injudicious acts in executing this
responsibility would demean this body, its
Members, and the Constitution. No Mem-
ber would consciously vote other than ac-
cording to the dictates of the Constitution.

Justice delayed is justice denied, this is
September and the merits required a prompt
study and resolution,

First, I wish to commend the committee on
their recommendation on page 5 of the
report expressing concern over present House
procedures governing election contests and
stating that the committee will undertake a
review of such procedures and make recom-
mendations for Improving and clarifying
them so as to deal more expeditiously with
such cases in the future. Certainly events
of recent months make this a most appropri-
ate course of action.

However, I am deeply concerned about a
number of aspects of this important matter.
The reports of attempts to frustrate a full
and fair hearing and consideration of this
contest by the Clerk of the House, the com-
mittee, and the Democratic leadership con-
cern me. As always in such matters, it is
difficult to conclusively fix blame, and dan-
gerous to guestion motives. For this reason,
I merely question the necessity and desir-
ability of the delays and procedures which
have taken place, Specifically, I question the
lmitation of the hearings to 8 hours. I
question the secrecy of the hearings to the
press and the public. I question the fact
that the record of the hearings, such as they
were, have still not been made available to
the Members, How can the Members of
this body fulfill their role as judges if they
lack access to the record of the case. I
question the apparent limitation of the
number of coples of the pertinent documents
to less than 100 and the subsequent trans-
fer of these documents from the Clerk to
the committee and their lack of availability
to Members of Congress.

I am also concerned by the committee's
report and the resolution of dismissal. First,
and I believe of considerable importance,
the report specifically states that the com-
mittee held hearings on only the question
of dismissal of the contests (p. 1). Yet, the
title of the report and the last two lines of the
resolution as shown on page 5 clearly state
that the sitting Members are entitled to
their seats. Such a finding must be based
on the merits, yet by the committee’s own
statement and at the insistence of the com-
mittee and over the opposition of the con-
testants, there were no hearings on the
merits. Clearly, support of this resolution
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by the House today will result in a ratifica-
tion of the committee’s conclusion which is
possibly without basis in the still secret rec-
ord of the hearings and which will, as a re-
sult, arbitrarily preclude any further chal-
lenge. This, I believe, would be an unwise
precedent to say nothing of its unfairness
in this particular contest,

Further, the brief report appears to me
to be filled with statements which, while in
some cases are accurate, are not pertinent
and lead to the erroneous conclusion that
the committee has in fact found justifica-~
tion for their conclusions. For example, on
page 1, the conclusion under item (1) con-
cerning the House vote In January of this
Yyear may be true, but that vote was not a
finding on the merits of the case since no
case was presented, and I voted to seat the
Members-elect for that very reason.

Next, page 2, item 4b, refers to the ques-
tion of the Ottinger case suggesting that it
is a precedent. I do not agree, just as I did
not agree with the finding in that case. To
suggest that a Member elected in violation
of the law cannot be refused his seat or un-
seated unless the challenge is raised by the
legal opponent in that election is to say that
a seat In the House of Representatives be-
longs to a man rather than to the people.
This is clearly not consistent with my under-
standing of the Constitution and our system
of Government, and such references in the
report weaken rather than strengthen the
report.

Also, on page 2, item 5, and page 4, the
last paragraph, the report says that the con-
testants’ contention that Negroes have been
systematically excluded from registering and
voting in the State of Mississippl “even if
true” is now a moot question in that Con-
gress has passed the 1965 Voting Rights Act.
How can such discrimination be called moot
when the 1964 election is now history and
the 1965 Voting Rights Act will and can have
no bearing on the constitutionality of any
given 1964 election contest and the right of
any present Member to sit?

On page 3, item Tb, the committee states
that the U.S. Senator elected in 1964 in
Mississippl wes seated without challenge. If
two wrongs occur and only one is chal-
lenged, does the lack of the second chal-
lenge make them both right?

In addition, on page 3, item 8, the re-
port suggests that unless the outcome of
the election would be changed by the chal-
lenged aspect of the election, the Member
mey sit. Is this to say that any illegality
will be condoned, regardless of its nature,
unless it would change the outcome of the
election? Is this the precedent which this
body will establish here today?

Further, on page 5, the report says that
the committee does not mean to imply by
its recommendation of dismissal that it con-
dones any disfranchisement of voters in
previous elections or that the House cannot
take action to vacate seats of sitting Mem-
bers, Is this an apology for the commit~
tee report and recommendation and an at-
tempt to suggest that this case should not
be considered a precedent? TUnfortunately,
if it passes, it will be a precedent whether
we like it or not and notwithstanding these
apparent attempts to qualify and limit it.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would cite section
2 of the 1l4th amendment, which says basi-
cally:

“But when the right to vote at any elec-
tion for the choice of electors for Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United States,
Representatives in Congress, the Executive
and Judicial officers of a State, or the mem-
bers of the Legislature thereo, is denled to
any of the male inhabitants of such State,
being twenty-one years of age, and citizens
of the United States, or in any way abridged,
except for participation in rebellion, or other
crimes, the basls of representation therein
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shall be reduced in the proportion which the
number of such male citizens shall bear to
the whole number of male citizens twenty-
one years of age in such State.”

Why, when the Constitution clearly pro-
vides a specific course of action under the
situation alleged in this contest, does the
committee report completely fail to take note
of this constitutional provision?

Mr. Speaker, the first vote—and I hope it
will be a record vote and that the widespread
rumors of an arrangement to attempt to pre-
vent a record vote are not accurate—will be
on the previous question. The vote will be
on whether or not to stop debate—debate
controlled 100 percent by the Democrat
leadership on the committee, and limited to
but 1 hour, and prevent any further oppor-
tunity for discussion and amendment by the
membership as a whole. I intend to vote
“no” in the hope that the House will at least
be given some opportunity to act judiciously
in fulfilling its constitutional responsibility.

The next vote—if the previous gquestion
carries, will be to dismiss the challenge. I
will vote “no.”” I will vote not to dismiss
for exactly the same reason that I voted not
to refuse to seat the Members-elect in Jan-
uary—because in my opinion the case has not
been made. For this same reason, I would
oppose the so-called Ryan resolution to un-
seat the five Mississippi Members.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of this body, the
Constitution requires that I sit as a judge on
this matter. Admittedly, this Is not an easy
assignment, yet I undertake it with a deep
sense of responsibility.

Let me say that I hold no particular brief
for some of the individuals assoclated with
this challenge. I share the opposition of
many in this body to the recent unpatriotic
acts and statements of groups and individ-
uals supporting the challenge such as the
burning of draft cards, the opposition to
military service in Vietnam, to say nothing
of Dr. Martin Luther King's unwise pontifi-
cations on foreign policy of recent date. But
these are not at issue. Disagreement with
views or acts of supporters of this or any
challenge is not grounds, I would hope, to
suspend due process.

I am inclined to believe that we could use
fewer people who are so concerned about
political posturing or merely serving their
executive master that they lose track of what
this country is all about. What we need is
a few more people who are concerned about
what is right, fair, and constitutional. And
if we don't find them fast, we are golng to
discover suddenly that there’ll be a new gen-
eration in this Nation that doesn't know
right from wrong.

While I am not a judge, I am a Member
of Congress, and I have watched what has
gone on in the House this year with no pride.
Unlike previous years, where the balance in
party membership has been considerably
closer, the first session of the 89th Congress
will be remembered not alone for the legis-
lative output, but, unfortunately, also for
the highhanded abuse of power by the ma-
jority party, even including those self-pro-
fessed liberals and would-be defenders of
minority rights of whom one might expect
more.

This session began in January with a vote
on the House rule changes, with no printed
copies for the minority, no real opportunity
for debate, no opportunity for amendment,
The majority leader simply moved the pre-
vious question—just as he will do today—
to cut off debate and prevent an amendment
period, and run roughshed over the opposi-
tion. This same procedure has been used
repeatedly. On the education bill, for ex-
ample, it was so bad that the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Mrs. GreEn] felt compelled
to express publicly her lack of pride in her
party. On Monday of this week, the minority
protested against such tactics. Yesterday,
amid clapping and cheering and switching
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of votes, the Quie resolution of inquiry con-
cerning summer postal employees Was re-
jected and a great Democratic victory was
achieved—namely, preventing the public
from being told about the public’s business.
Some victory.

I will say this, however. The power struc-
ture in the House doesn’t discriminate in its
abuse of power. At the same time that the
minority party—and I might add the people
of this Nation—was being rubbed into the
ground earlier this week, the majority party
was doing the exact same thing to the
Mississippl challengers. Obvicusly, its tactics
are reserved not merely for the minority party
but are available for any group which has the
temerity to get in its way, or which in any
way disagrees with the President or the
Democratic leadership. The tragic thing is
that so many Members of the majority side
of the aisle go right along, unless, of course,
it happens to be their ox that is being gored.
Mr. Speaker, the House of Representatives is
not the Democratic convention in Atlantic
City and the tactics employed there with re-
spect to the Mississippl challenge are not
necessarily appropriate here,

Mr. Speaker, I voted to seat the Mississippi
Members-elect in January because no case
had been made against them. I would today
oppose the Ryan resolution to unseat them
because the case still has not been made
against them. For this same reason, and be-
cause of the Inadequate conslderation which
has been given this matter by the commit-
tee—as should be clear from their report—I
will oppose the previous question and the
motion to dismiss.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to associate myself with the thrust of the
remarks of the gentleman from Missouri
and express my opposition to the com-
mittee resolution. When the question of
seating the Mississippi Members-elect
was first before the House last January, I
voted to seat them. To my mind, it
would have been unjust to deny them
their seats without having had a full and
thorough investigation made of the chal-
lenge brought against them.

As has been documented in the re-
marks of the gentleman from Missouri,
the report of the committee was most un-
persuasive. Further, the tactics and
procedures employed in consideration of
this matter did not, in my opinion, per-
mit a full and fair consideration of the
question.

Mr. Speaker, there have been a num-
ber of occasions during this session which
have caused me to be something less than
proud of the conduct of this body. Cer=-
tainly the imbalance in party member-
ship has resulted in a tendency on the
part of the majority to prevent debate,
probing, challenging, and questioning,
with the result that the solutions which
have been reached have in many in-
stances not been the best possible solu-
tions of which we are capable. Examples
such as the procedures employed during
the debate on the House rules changes on
the first day of the session, and the lim-
itation of debate on the elementary and
secondary school aid bill are but two of
a long string of instances where the ma-
jority party has stifled debate, discussion,
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and fair consideration of important is-
sues. Similar conduct has, I believe, been
employed in connection with the consid-
eration of the Mississippi challenge. I
submit that the Members of the House
are not today in a position to judge the
merits of this case in that we have not
had access to the testimony presented
or to the hearings on the resolution that
is now before us. I cannot take this as-
signment to judge the case without a
deep sense of responsibility—and under
the circumstances, I cannot in good con-
science support the resolution to dismiss
the challenge.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Ryan].

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the question
concerning the status of the Representa-
tives from Mississippi is one of the most
crucial issues that will ever come before
the House. The question is whether the
House of Representatives will stand by
the U.S. Constitution and the 15th
amendment which provides, *The right
of citizens of the United States to vote
shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States, or by any State, on ac~
count of race, color or previous condition
of servitude.”

Mississippi has willfully and maliciously
violated the Constitution by denying to a
substantial number of American citizens
the right to vote because they are
Negroes. We have the opportunity today
to tell the people of Mississippi and the
people of this Nation that the House of
Representatives upholds the Constitution
and does not condone disenfranchise-
ment of American citizens. We must not
permit this challenge to be dismissed.

I should like to read to the House a
telegram which I have received from the
Reverend Martin Luther King, of the
Southern Christian Leadership Confer-
ence, which I think is important to the
Members.

The telegram is as follows:

ATLANTA, GA,,
September 17, 1965.
Congressman WiLLaMm F. RYAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

We appreciate your ardent support for the
unseating of five Congressmen from Missis-
sippi and commend you and your colleagues
of good will for grasping the seriousness of
this challenge. In these days of strife and
bitterness one must support the just moral
claims of the Mississippi Freedom Demo-
cratic Party. They have not rioted. They
have destroyed neither person nor property
in their pursuit of justice. They have, in-
stead, sought to diligently apply the stat-
utes of our Constitution. To deny them a
full and adequate hearing by dismissing
their challenge without full debate of the
zmnteotthecasel.sbod.anyaverymal
fiber of our democratic way of life. I pray
that you and your colleagues will overpower
the motion to dismiss the challenge and
keep the principles of this Nation strong in
the hearts of almost a million unrepresented
citizens of Mississippi. This challenge s a
confirmation of the spirit of the 1965 voting
rights bill. It says that Congress is deter-
mined to make democracy a reality in spite
of intimidations and economic reprisals
which still impede full citizenship for Ne-
groes in Mississippl.

MarTIN LUuTHER KING, JT.,
Southern Christian
Leadership Conference.
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Mr. Speaker, today we are honored
that three courageous and dedicated
Americans have joined us on the floor.
Mrs. Annie Devine, Mrs. Victoria Gray,
and Mrs. Fannie Lou Hamer, contestants
in this challenge, under the rules of the
House have been accorded floor privi-
leges by the Speaker. Their cause is a
just one and deserves the support of
every Member who believes in human
freedom. 4

Mr. Speaker, the issue here is quite
clear cut. There is no question that citi-
zens of the United States were denied
the right to vote in Mississippi in 1964.

The record is clear. There are some
2,932 pages of eloguent testimony con-
tained in approximately 600 depositions
which were filed with the committee.

There is the record of the hearings
conducted last February by the Civil
Rights Commission in Mississippi which
spells out the denials and the depriva-
tions of the right to vote and the repris-
als, both personal and economic, against
individuals who attempted to register and
vote. The record is written in the faces
of Negro citizens who courageously con-
fronted terror, violence, and even mur-
der in their efforts to exercise a funda-
mental constitutional right—the right
to register and vote.

The State of Mississippi has deliberate-
ly and systematically denied American
citizens the right to register and to vote.
It is no accident that as of January 1964,
there were approximately 500,000 or 67
percent of the white persons of voting
age and approximately 20,000 to 25,000
or only 5 to 6 percent of the Negroes of
voting age registered to vote.

According to the Congressional Quar-
terly, in 1961 the following were the
figures for nonwhite registration in each
of the five Mississippi congressional dis-
tricts: First District, 1.3 percent of the
nonwhites of voting age registered to
vote: Second District, 6.8 percent of the
nonwhites of voting age registered to
vote: Third District 9.1 percent of the
nonwhites of voting age registered to
vote; Fourth District, 5.1 percent of the
nonwhites of voting age registered to
vote: Fifth District, 12.3 percent of the
nonwhites registered to vote.

These voting statistics were the result
of a deliberate effort on the part of the
State of Mississippi to violate the Federal
Constitution—an effort which began over
T5 years ago.

The Mississippi constitution of 1869
afforded Negro citizens the full right to
vote. The next year, in 1870, Congress
enacted a statute readmitting Mississippi
to representation in the Congress on the
condition that Mississippi never amend
or change that constitution “as to deprive
any citizen or class of citizens of the
United States the right to vote.”

In 1890 there were in Mississippi 118,-
890 registered white voters and 189,884
registered Negro voters. In that year, in
spite of the 1870 compact witl. Congress
and the 14th and 15th amendment guar-
antees, Mississippi called a constitutional
convention, the purpose of which was de-
seribed by U.S. Senator George, of Mis-
sissippi:

When we meet in conventlon, (it) 1s to de-
vise such measures, consistent with the Con-
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stitution of the United States, as will enable
us to maintain a home government under
the control of the white people of the State.

The record of the convention reflects,
as one delegate put it, “the manifest in-
tention of this convention to secure to the
State of Mississippi white supremacy.”

This deliberate unconstitutional pur-
pose was successful. In 1890, 60 percent
of the voters were Negro. By 1899, when
57 percent of the adult Mississippi popu-
lation was Negro, less than 10 percent of
the electorate were Negro.

The change in the constitution was
not enough to keep all Negroes from
voting. Coupled with laws purposefully
designed to keep Negroes off the voling
rolls, there was a systematic and willful
use of intimidation, violence, and even
murder. There have been at least five
murders since 1961 directly connected
with the effort of Negroes to register. In
fact, just a few weeks ago a minister was
critically wounded because of his involve-
ment with voter registration.

According to the Justice Department
in MecComb, Miss., alone, there were
from June to October 1964, 17 bombings
of churches, homes and businesses; 32
arrests; 9 beatings, and 4 church burn-
ings as a result of voter registration and
civil rights activity.

Violence and terror in Mississippi to
stop Negroes from voting is not a new
or isolated phenomenon. The interim
report of the U.,S. Commission on Civil
Rights issued in 1963 spells it out:

Citizens of the United States have been
shot, set upon by viclous dogs, beaten and
otherwise terrorized because they sought to
vote.

In the face of terror, violence and
murder, and in the face of the entire
political system of a State dedicated to
Negro disenfranchisement, the ecivil
rights movement in Mississippi has
attempted to aid Mississippi Negroes in
gaining their constitutional rights.

In the summer of 1964 the Council
of Federated Organizations—COFO—
organized the Mississippi summer proj-
ect aimed at increasing Negro voter
registration in Mississippi.

Three young and dedicated Americans,
James Chaney, Andrew Goodman, and
Michael Schwerner, participated in that
project and paid for their patriotism
with their lives. The summer was
marked by an all-out effort on the part
of Mississippi to reject any effort to reg-
ister Negroes. Every terror tactic was
employed and every spurious legal
maneuver was undertaken. The actions
of Mississippi clearly indicated that the
State was determined to continue its
violation of the Constitution. Some Ne-
groes did finally register, but by the
congressional elections it was clear that
95 to 96 percent of eligible Negroes were
still kept off the voter rolls.

In accordance with the statute—2
U.S.C. 201, et. seq.—30 days after the
election, a challenge was brought against
the Mississippi Congressmen on the
grounds that they were unconstitution-
ally elected because of the illegal disen-
franchisement of Negro voters. The
contestants in the challenge have com-
plied in every way with the statute.
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The majority report of the House Ad-
ministration Committee is unfortunate,
to say the least.

After only a 3-hour subcommittee
hearing closed even to committee mem-
bers, the committee reported on the
merits of this case. The contestants
were given a chance to testify, but only
as to the question of standing. Despite
its stated dedication to due process and
its “concern that either outright dismis-
sal of the challenge or unseating of the
present Mississippi delegation would vio-
late this precept,” the committee has
ruled on the substance without permit-
ting contestants to speak on the merits.

The majority report erroneously
states, “the House in the past has refused
to declare a seat vacant even though
large numbers of voters were illegally
disenfranchised.” The committee cites
only one case in support of this dubious
and dangerous proposition. The con-
testants’ brief submitted to the commit-
tee cites approximately 40 cases in which
the House upheld the Constitution by
vacating seats because of Negro disen-
franchisement. The one case cited in
the report must be weighed against the
40 cases where the House decided to the
contrary.

The majority report gives dominant
weight to the proposition that “what-
ever electoral practices may have oc-
curred in Mississippi during the 1964
elections, it is doubtful that any disen-
franchisement, even if proven here,
would have actually affected the outcome
of the November 1964 election in any
of the districts.”

In the first place, this is an admission
of disenfranchisement. Moreover, if
the House accepts this, it will establish
the rule that no disenfranchised major-
ity or minority can sustain an election
challenge without proof that their votes
would have changed the result. The
very “unofficial elections’” in Mississippi
which the report dismisses as “without
the authority of any law whatsoever”
will become an obligatory proceeding
under this precedent in all future elec-
tion cases involving disenfranchisement.

If this resolution is adopted, it will
serve to bar any and all future election
challenges on the basis of disenfran-
chisement. It would be an impossible
and insurmountable barrier to require
anyone to prove that he would have been
elected or that he would not have been
elected depending upon the number of
citizens who were disenfranchised.

The majority makes no real commit-
ment to strike down unconstitutional
elections in the future. It does not want
to be interpreted as “condoning any dis-
enfranchisement of any voters in the
1964 elections or in previous elections,”
but looking to 1966 it offers only its con-
fidence that violation of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 “will be fully inves-
tigated and appropriate action taken.”
There are few districts in the predom-
inantly one-party South where the num-
ber of potential voters relying on the
act’s enforcement provisions could alter
the outcome. Far from keeping faith
with the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the
report gives a green light to present ef-
forts by the State of Mississippi to sus-
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pend the law’s operation by dilatory
legal maneuvers. If adopted, it will be
a hardly less visible signal to those who,
through violence and intimidation, have
already deterred the efforts of many to
register under the act.

The report holds that the laws of Mis-
sissippi governing the 1964 elections
“are all deemed constitutional inasmuch
as they have not been set aside by the
decision of any court of competent ju-
risdiction.” In other words, it is validat-
ing the 1964 Mississippi elections. The
report neglects to note that these laws
have recently been set aside by a special
session of the Mississippi Legislature,
called by the Governor for the very rea-
son that he determined that they were
unconstitutional.

Perhaps the most flagrant error of the
majority report is the proposition that
the “Supreme Court of the United
States—and not the House of Represent-
atives—is the appropriate tribunal” to
pass on the constitutionality of Missis-
sippi’s election laws. This is in flat con-
tradiction to a consistent line of modern
cases which expressly hold that article
1, section 5, of the Constitution vests
sole responsibility for judging elections
in the House itself. The Supreme Court
may void a law; it cannot void a con-
gressional election.

The majority report says that the Vot-
ing Rights Act “provides thorough and
complete remedies to any and all such
discrimination and disenfranchisement.”
The act’s authors had no such illusions,
and its diehard opponents make clear
every day that they hold no such fears.

Those who do have faith in the Voting
Rights Act can best affirm it by accept-
ing the act’s main premise and voting
accordingly today: the November 1964
elections in Mississippi were unconstitu-
tional,

There are those who, in the highest
traditions of our land, risked their lives
to bring this challenge to us so that we
may exercise our solemn obligation to
the Constitution of the United States,
The Voting Rights Act of 1965 does not
in any way negate the fact that the Con-
gressmen from Mississippi were illegally
elected. It does not overcome the fact
that Mississippi has violated the Consti-
tution. It does not relieve us of our ob-
ligation to uphold our oath to the Con-
stitution.

The contestants who have challenged
the Mississippi elections have used the
most orderly devices known to our so-
ciety. They have used depositions, peti-
tions, affidavits, briefs, and every proce-
dure provided by the law. Are they now
to be denied justice?

Mr. Speaker, I ask all my colleagues to
vote against dismissing the Mississippi
challenge. We have a moral responsi-
bility to live up to our oath to uphold the
Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point in
the Recorp the list of organizations
which have supported the challenge:

American Ethical Union.

A. Philip Randolph Foundation.

; Amalgamated Clothing Workers of Amer-
[CA.
American Civil Liberties Union.
American Jewish Committee.
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American Jewish Congress.

American Veterans Committee.

Americans for Democratic Action.

Antidefamation League of B'nai B'rith.

Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters.

Catholic Interracial Counecil.

Christian Family Movement.

College YCS national staff.

Congress of Racial Equality.

Council for Christian Social
United Church of Christ.

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority.

Episcopal Society for Cultural and Racial
Unity.

Improved Benevolent & Protective Order of
Elks of the World.

Industrial Union Department—AFL-CIO.

International Union of Electrical, Radio &
Machine Workers.

Iota Phi Lambda, Inc.

National Alliance of Postal Employees.

Natlonal Association for the Advancement
of Colored People,

National Association of Colored Women’s
Clubs, Inc.

National Catholic Conference for Inter-
racial Justice,

National Council of Catholic Women.

National Council of Churches—Commis-
sion on Religion and Race.

National Council of Negro Women,

Natlonal Council on Agricultural Life and
Labor.

National Urban League.

Negro American Labor Counecil.

Northern Student Movement.

Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity.

Southern Christian Leadership Conference.

State, County, and Municipal Employees.

Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee,

Textile Workers Union of America.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

Unitarian Universalist Association—Com-
mission on Religion and Race.

Unitarian Universalist Fellowship for So-
clal Justice.

United Automobile Workers of America.

United States National Student Associ-
ation.

United Steelworkers of America.

Women’s International League for Peace
and Freedom.

Zeta Phi Beta Sorority.
OTHER ORGANIZATIONS OUTSIDE LCCR ENDORSE-

ING STATEMENT

Division of Human Relations and Economic
Affairs.

General Board of Christian Social Concerns
of the Methodist Church.

Lawyers Constitutional Defense Commit-
tee.

Action—

Mississippl Freedom Democratic Party.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. GUBSER].

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, at the
proper time I shall seek recognition for
the purpose of offering a motion to re-
commit this resolution to the Committee
on House Administration. I shall do so
because this matter is serious and basic
to representative government and, as
such, deserves judicial treatment in the
strictest sense.

Article I, section 5, clause 1 of the
Constitution says:

Each House shall be the judge of the elec~
tions, returns and qualifications of its own
Members,

It is this constitutional duty of the
Congress which we are considering today,
and the manner in which we fulfill that
duty is of the highest importance.

It is generally conceded, as stated by
the Legislative Reference Service of the
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Library of Congress in Senate Document
No. 39 of the 88th Congress, that “each
House in judging of elections under this
clause acts as a judicial tribunal.” Nu-
merous court cases have upheld the right
of the House to act as such a tribunal.

Throughout this heavily publicized
challenge of our five colleagues from
Mississippl by the Mississippi Freedom
Democratic Party, it has been difficult to
maintain judicial composure. The pres-
sure for an early commitment before the
facts were presented in a judicial man-
ner has been greater than upon any other
issue I have confronted in my 13 years as
a Member of this body.

I believe I am correct in saying that
no other congressional district outside
the State of Mississippi is so intensely
interested in this matter as my own 10th
District of California, more than 2,000
miles away from the State of Mississippi.
Many of my constituents have gone to
Mississippi and 12 members of my local
bar association assisted in the taking of
depositions connected with this chal-
lenge. Signed petitions, with hundreds
of names, urging my support of the chal-
lenge, have been sent to my office. The
city council of my largest city passed a
resolution with a unanimous vote urging
my support of the move to unseat Mis-
sissippi’'s Congressmen. One petition
bore the names of 17 faculty members of
the great law school at Stanford Univer-
sity. Twelve of the signers were profes-
sors of law, associates, or assistants. The
remaining five were teaching fellows,
lecturers and librarians.

One letter from a distinguished and
knowledgeable constituent is typical of
thousands I have received. It states:

The evidence of systematic exclusion of
Negroes from the vote in Mississippl is over-
whelming. If you reach a different conclu-
sion I will have to assume either that your
review of the facts was not objective or that
you did not review the facts.

Mr. Speaker, here we are, just a few
short moments away from a vote on this
matter and I have not yet seen these
facts. Should I be asked to evaluate
them without having seen them? CanlI
honestly make a judicial decision solely
from newspaper reports and public state-
ments of those who are either opponents
or proponents of the Mississippi delega-
tion?

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply troubled by
some of the serious ramifications of the
matter before us today.

First, if this challenge were to succeed
and all five of Mississippi’s Congressmen
were to be unseated, I am troubled by
that portion of article I, section 2 of the
Constitution which says, “each State
shall have at least one Representative.”

Perhaps there is a proper legal answer
to this question, but it has not been pre-
sented to me as a member of this acting
judicial tribunal.

I am troubled by the language of sec-
tion 2 of the 14th amendment which says
that a State’s representation shall be re-
duced in the same proportion which the
number of male citizens being 21 years of
age and citizens of the United States
have been “in any way abridged except
f‘:‘i‘m participation in rebellion or other
crime.”
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And I am troubled by the clearcut
precedent which this House established
in its sixth rollcall of the current ses-
sion on January 19, 1965, when by a vote
of 245 yeas to 102 nays the House de-
clared that only a bona fide candidate for
election was a proper party to challenge
the election of a Member under the pro-
visions of section 201, title 2, chapter 7
of the United States Code. By this over-
whelming vote the House upheld the dis-
tinguished majority leader, the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], when
he said in part:

Congress never intended to give unquali-
filed authority, pellmell, under this statute
to individuals, to good people or to bad peo-
ple, to contest any Member’'s seat, for good
reason or otherwise.

Earlier the distinguished majority
leader had said:

I say to the gentleman that it (the stat-
ute) was intended that this case be limited
to those who participated in the election, to
one of the candidates in the election,

Mr. Speaker, in this morning’s mail I
received a communication signed by 17
Members of this body which enclosed
the minority views for House Report No.
1008, currently before us which in turn
was signed by five members of the House
Administration Committee. Excluding
duplications there were 20 different Con-
gressmen whose names appear in this
communication and its enclosure.

It is interesting to note that on Jan-
uary 19 of this very year, 16 of these 20
Members voted in favor of the principle
that a challenge brought under title 2 of
the United States Code could only be
brought by a candidate. Three of the
20 names did not vote on this roll-
call on January 19 and only 1, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Rvanl,
voted against the principle espoused by
the majority leader. Yet here we are
considering a challenge against five Con-
gressmen which admittedly has not been
brought by a bona fide candidate. This
places the persons who signed this letter
opposing the motion to dismiss House
Resolution 585 in the position of urging
that in the very same Congress a clearly
established precedent be applied in one
manner for one Member and in exactly
the opposite manner for five other Mem-
bers. I say with regret that it appears
that precedent, orderly process, and pro-
cedure are subject to pragmatic inter-
pretation and can vary with the situa-
tion of the moment.

Mr. Speaker, if we are truly to act as
a judieial tribunal, we cannot turn our
precedents and our principles on and off
as we do a water spigot.

Mr. Speaker, these matters which
trouble me should also trouble any Mem-
ber of this body who conscientiously as-
sumes his constitutional responsibility.
The simple fact of the matter is that the
very serious allegation that Negroes have
been systematically excluded from the
right to vote in Mississippi has not been
supported nor repudiated with clear-cut
evidence presented in a proper manner
before this judicial tribunal,

To those who would jump to the con-
clusion that it is our traditional legis-
lative process and procedure which has
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prevented a proper presentation of evi-
dence to this judicial tribunal, let me
remind them that orderly process has
been underway. Let them remember
that the House Administration Commit-
tee was seriously and honestly conduct-
ing objective and complete hearings in
accordance with the existing law of this
Republie, which, we proudly say, is a
government of law and not of men.
These hearings would have been com-
pleted in a timely fashion except for the
impatience of those who have no faith in
orderly process and the democratic pro-
cedures which have developed through
almost two centuries of our history.
They insisted upon filing a resolution of
high privilege to discharge a committee
which was legitimately doing its duty in
accordance with the stable procedures
which distinguish this Republic from
anarchy. But for this resolution of high
privilege we could look ahead to the ben-
efits of the very process of deliberation
and judgment which many proponents
of the challenge movement now plead
for. Had they shown faith in our demo-
cratic process and been willing to trust it
instead of concluding prematurely that
our existing institutions would not act
in deliberate honesty, they would not be
in this present dilemma. The cause of
eivil rights, so honestly pursued by so
many of us who choose orderly process
over dramatics and demagoguery, has
been seriously impaired. In all frank-
ness, I cannot help but say that the dra-
matics connected with this challenge
have produced only confusion. Perhaps
they have provided salve to the ego of
pseudohumanitarians, but insofar as
helping the civil rights movement is con-
cerned, the total effect has been negative.
It is regrettable that the hundreds of
dedicated persons from my district and
all over the Nation who have given their
time to a cause have been led astray by
ill-advised leadership.

But in the final analysis, Mr. Speaker,
we cannot escape two basic facts:

First. This is a tremendously serious
matter which goes to the roots of our
system of free government.

Second. We do not have the basis upon
which we can make an honest decision.
So, not because I consider the majority
report to represent an “ill-conceived at-
tempt to avoid a hard decision” as the
very persons who caused this problem
have alleged, but only because it will
help us to perform our responsibility as
a judicial tribunal, I urge that this reso-
lution be recommitted to the Committee
on House Administration.

Mr. BURLESON., Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EowARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, insofar as the wvalidity of the
election of our Members is concerned,

the Constitution provides that the House

of Representatives is the sole judge.
Even though the 50 States handle the
mechanics of the House elections, we
are under no obligation to accept a Mem-
ber merely because a State certifies his
election. On the contrary, the prece-
dents are clear that the obligation we
have is not to accept as a Member any
person whose election was not in accord-
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ance with the provisions of the Consti-
tution.

The problem we face today has to do
with that provision of the Constitution.
The citizens of Mississippi are contest-
ing the election of five Members. The
contestors claim that the 1964 primary
and general elections were not open, fair,
and free as required by the laws of the
United States in that the Negroes of
Mississippi, who contribute approxi-
mately one-half the electorate, were un-
lawfully excluded from participation.
They further claim that Negro citizens
including three of the contestants were
prevented from appearing on the ballot
as congressional candidates. The con-
testants further claim that the 1964 Mis-
sissippi elections were void because they
violate the 1870 compact between the
State of Mississippl and the Congress
of the United States readmitting Mis-
sissippi to the Union; that the elections
are void because they violate article I
of the Constitution which requires “the
House of Representatives shall be com-
posed of Members chosen every second
year by the people of the several States”;
and that the elections are void because
they violate the 13th, 14th, and 15th
amendments.

The record in these cases brings to us
overwhelming evidence of the facts upon
which these cases rest—the almost total,
systematic and deliberate exclusion of
the Negro citizens of Mississippi from the
elections of that State. Over' 450,000
Negro citizens of Mississippi were ex-
cluded from participating in the 1964
elections which are the subject of this
contest. Only 7 percent of the Negro
citizens of voting age were registered to
vote. And the pitifully small number
of Negroes participating in Mississippi
elections is because they have been pre-
vented from so doing by an unrelenting
program of legislation, diserimination,
violence, and intimidation.

In accordance with title 2, United
States Code, chapter 7, the prescribed
procedures have been followed by the
contestants and the contestees, including
the submission of evidence and briefs to
the Subcommittee on Elections of the
House Administration Committee.

Today the House Administration Com-
mittee comes to us and asks that we dis-
miss the Mississippi election contests
without a thorough and open review on
the merits of the questions raised. The
Administration Committee has made its
recommendation, after closed hearings,
primarily on the grounds that the con-
testants are not the proper persons to

‘present the facts to the House of Repre-

sentatives. But, mark, the majority re-
port does not merely resolve that the
challenges be dismissed. It declares that
the five Congressmen in question are en-
titled to their seats. If the House votes
for the dismissal of the challenges, what
it is doing, is putting its stamp of ap-
proval and declaring valid the election of
Representatives where half of the popu-
lation of the State has been denied the
right to vote.

Five members of the Committee on
Administration joined in a dissenting re-
port, noting that “neither the precedents
nor the requirement that only an opposi-
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tion candidate can contest an election
of a Member of the House were estab-
lished to prevent contests under present
circumstances.”

The minority report recommends to
the House that the entire question
should be reconsidered by the committee
after adequate public hearings, and a
resolution reported based on the merits
of the case and not upon the basis of
who brought the wrongdoing to the at-
tention of the committee.”

I cannot see how the House of Repre-
sentatives can do less. I urge you to
vote for the motion to recommit House
Resolution 585.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BurTON].

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, the eyes of the Nation are
watching us today. As Members of the
House know full well, our responsibility
to be the sole judges of the qualifications
of Members of the House is a most grave
and important one. Literally the foun-
dation and the concept of our democratic
society is affected by how we discharge
that responsibility.

The responsibility is not a partisan
one. I commend the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GooperLr] on the con-
structive role and contribution he made
to the discussion of this issue within the
Committee on House Administration.

The problem before us today is one of
either accepting a report which dismisses
this action entirely, or rejecting this re-
port, so that the Members of the House
may have a full opportunity to weigh
the vital issues at stake in this matter.

It is beyond question that Negro cit-
izens in Mississippi were denied the right
to vote in the last election. Massive doe-
umentation and other facts have been
gathered by attorneys and court report-
ers throughout the country, many of
them from the San Francisco Bay area.
These facts are entitled to the fullest
scrutiny and development in the context
of extensive public hearings.

I urge rejection of the committee’s rec-
ommendation. I urge that the House
and its committees be given a full op-
portunity for public hearings on this
vital national question.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr, Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. FARBSTEIN].

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I

have no quarrel with the gentlemen who
represent the State of Mississippi in this
House. I deem them fine, able, and
courteous gentlemen.
- My quarrel is with those people of the
State of Mississippi who, by use of terror,
pressure and other illegal means, pre-
vented qualified American citizens from
registering and voting in that State.

Unfortunately, the only means of
showing our opposition and disgust with
the tactics used by the citizens of Missis-
sippi in preventing other American citi-
zens from voting by the use of terror,
pressure, and other illegal means, is by
depriving them of representation in this
House, in other words deprive them of the
benefit of their ill gotten gains by vacat-
gti t,tehe seats of the delegation from that
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To my mind this situation is not unlike
that of a child who is denied the right
to benefit under the will of parents whom
he did away with. Thus the people of
Mississippi should not be rewarded for
their illegal acts by being represented
in this body.

Under the circumstances, it seems to
me that in acting on the merits of the
matter I must vote against the resolution
dismissing the challenge to the election
of the five Members of the House from

pi.

The 1964 elections for Members of
Congress in Mississippi were conducted in
a manner which violated the condition
under which Mississippi was readmitted
to representation in Congress in 1870 and
in a manner which violated the 15th
amendment.

Mississippl adopted a new constitution
in 1869 which required as qualifications
for voting only that the registrant be
male, 21 years of age or older, and that he
had lived in the State at least 6 months
and in the county at least 1 month.

The act of 1870 by which Congress re-
admitted Mississippl to representation
included as a condition of readmission
the following proviso:

And provided further, That the State of
Mississippl is admitted to representation in
Congress as one of the States of the Union,
upon the following fundamental conditions:
First, that the constitution of Mississippl
shall never be so amended or changed as to
deprive any citizen or class of citizens of the
United States of the right to vote who are
entitled to vote by the constitution herein
recognized?

The Constitution of 1869 apparently
provided sufficient protection to Negroes’
political rights, because in 1890 there
were 189,884 registered Negro voters in
Mississippl and 118,890 registered white
voters.

Mississippi adopted a new constitu-
tion in 1890, and we have evidence that
the purpose of the new constitution was
to disfranchise the Negro in violation of
the condition under which Mississippi
was admitted to representation in Con-
gress.

The essential purpose of the Missis-
sippi Constitutional Convention of 1890
was stated clearly and unequivocally by
Mr. S. S. Calhoon, who was president of
the convention. Mr. Calhoon, in his
opening address, spoke about the rule of
one race in comparison to the rule of an-
other race, and he said:

This ballot system must be so arranged as
to effect one object, permit me to say—for we
find the two races now together.

And later, Mr. Calhoon said:

That is the great problem for which we
are called together; that is the great ques-
tion for you to solve, and the outside world
is looking anxiously and our sister States of
the South are looking at the solution we ar-
rive at in reference to that question.?

The Constitution of 1890 required that
a voter registrant be able “to read any
section of the constitution of this State,”

116 Stat. 67, Feb. 23, 1870,

2 Journal of the Proceedings of the Con-
stitutional Convention of the State of Mis-
sissippi, Aug. 12 to Nov. 1, 1890, opening
speech by Mr, 8. S. Calhoon (Mr, Calhoon’s
speech Is given on pp. 9-11).
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or understand it when read to him, or
give a “reasonable interpretation” of it.

Negroes were disfranchised in such
great numbers by use of literacy and in-
terpretation tests that by 1899 less than
10 percent of registered voters were Ne-

gro.

Further tests for registration were re-
quired by a constitutional amendment of
1954. Voters who were registered before
January 1, 1954, did not have to meet
the new requirements. This meant that
the new tests would not be used to dis-
franchise white voters who were already
registered, but would be used to prevent
Negroes from registering.

A Mississippi constitutional amend-
ment of 1960 provided for the additional
requirement of “good moral character.”

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
has stated that the kinds of -egistration
requirements which Mississippi estab-
lished by its constitution of 1890 and by
its constitutional amendments of 1954
and 1960 have been applied in a discrimi-
natory manner for the purpose of dis-
franchising Negroes—"U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights, 1961 Report, Book I:
Voting,” pages 137-138.

The congressional elections in Missis-
sippi in 1964 not only flouted the proviso
of the 1870 act which readmitted the
State to representation, but also were
rendered illegal by violations of the 15th
amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

On May 17, the Mississippi Freedom
Democratic Party submitted to the Clerk
of the House more than 600 depositions
providing evidence that great numbers of
Negroes were prevented from voting in
1964 because of tests and devices used to
reject applications for registration and
because of violence and economic re-
prisals. The evidence which the Privi-
leges and Elections Subcommittee of the
Administration Committee has now un-
der consideration is convineing a,nd con-
clusive.

The contention, Mr. Speaker, that the
last congressional elections in New York
City should likewise be rendered invalid
because many Spanish-speaking Ameri-
can citizens were disfranchised by the
State’s English-language literacy re-
quirement is without merit. }

I had always opposed this literacy re-
quirement of my own State. I believe
that it was intrinsically discriminatory,
and I gave full support to the provision
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 which
prohibits it. Nevertheless, its applica-
tion is not comparable to the methods
used under color of law fo disfranchise
the Negro in Mississippi. The New York
State requirement was at least admin-
istered in a manner befitting a law; that
is, without prejudice, partiality, or arbi-
trariness. No one's race stood in the way
of his registering to vote in New York if
he could meet the English-language lit-
eracy requirement, which was in writing
and of the same level for all.

Mississippi is not the only State in the
South which has disfranchised Negroes.
But citizens in Mississippi alone have
contested the election of the entire con-
gressional delegation in the 89th Con-
gress. And the Mississippi Freedom
Democratic Party has an unassailable
right to act as contestant.
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Months before the November 1964 elec-
tions, members of the Freedom Demo-
cratic Party, which ought to be recog-
nized as a true part of the National
Democratic Party, attempted to partici-
pate in Democratic Party meetings in
their State. In June 1964, Negro Demo-
crats tried unsuccessfully fto take part in
precinet meetings in 12 or so county
seats. During the same month, Negro
Democrats tried, again unsuccessfully, to
participate in a number of county con-
ventions. This is where the real contest
began—in the attempt of Negroes to have
a voice in party decisions in their State.

The Mississippi Freedom Democratic
Party is a genuine contestant not only
because great numbers of Negroes were
prevented from voting for candidates for
election to the House, but also because
Negroes were prevented from exercising
any choice with respect to the selection of
candidates.

Mr, Speaker, the House of Representa-
tives must vacate the seats of the delega-
tion from Mississippi in order to preserve
the integrity of the elections of its own
Members.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ResNIiCcK].

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
not an attorney, as many of the Mem-
bers of this House are. I sat and lis-
tened to the gentleman from South Caro-
lina quote precedent after precedent
after precedent.

It seems to me that each day we sit
here we write new precedents. That is
what we are paid to do. That is our job.

The rules change, and we are here to
see that they are changed in accordance
with the needs of the Nation.

I oppose the motion to dismiss. I call
for fair and open hearings. We cannot
continue to perpetuate the wrongs of
100 years.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Harrern] for a unanimous-consent re-
quest.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the resolution and in
support of the anticipated motion to
recommit House Resolution 585. I do
so because I have found the committee
report on this resolution to be either an
exercise in confusion, or a reflection of
the failure of the majority to come to
grips with the issue which was before it.
I believe that the committee should take
a closer look at the challenge, and I be-
lieve that the American people have a
right to expect that when a challenge
based upon systematic and wholesale
disenfranchisement comes before the
House, that matter will receive the seri-
ous consideration it warrants. No such
consideration is evident in the commit-
tee's report.

The majority implies that the election
contests should be dismissed because we
have passed the Voting Rights Act. The
blatant discrimination that prompted us
to pass that legislation, impels us today
to rectify the invalid consequences of an
election based upon that very discrimi-
nation.

At the time of this election, 6.7 per-
cent of the eligible Negroes of Missis-
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sippi were registered to vote. It is not
enough to merely hope for a future which
will bring a promise of justice. And to
cite that hope as a reason for recom-
mending dismissal of the petition, is to
abdicate the constitutional responsibility
of the House to “be the judge of the
elections, returns, and qualifications of
its own Members.”

The majority also suggests that this
issue is not properly before the House
since the Members whose seats are in
question were challenged “by persons
not actually legal candidates appearing
on the ballots.” The minority on the
committee put forward one answer: that
it is fatuous to require a contestant to
be a candidate in a jurisdiction in which
he or she cannot even be registered to
vote. Another answer is that the fact of
noncandidacy is completely irrelevant
at this point. While this might have
been raised in connection with the taking
of depositions, it is inappropriately
addressed to the issue of the challenge
itself. The Clerk of the House, in a
formal communication, addressed to the
Speaker just this year, reaffirmed the
power and duty of the House to hear
election cases, in the case of a protest
or memorial filed by a contestant, an
elector of the district concerned, or any
other person. And this reaffirmation is
based upon ample precedent.

Mr. Speaker, I am firmly convinced
that full, open hearings are required in
this matter, that justice may be done,
and that objective, reasoned decisions
might be forthcoming. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting a recom-
mittal motion.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LiNpsay].

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I join
the gentleman from Missouri in protest-
ing this procedure. Forty minutes on
one side and 20 on the other is insuffi-
cient for this debate. It lends to the
appearance, if not the fact, that the
Mississippi challenge was shoved into
the drawer. I have looked at the argu-
ments which have been advanced against
voting to unseat the Mississippi delega-
tion. I, for one, cannot accept those
arguments for in essence they are really
no more than a plea that we should not
“rock the boat.” I say thisis a boat that
has needed rocking for a good many
years. The time is long overdue for this
House to put itself on record that it will
not be a tacit accomplice to the system-
atic deprivation of the voting rights of
U.S. citizens.

Is it not rather strange that were the
issue before this House the unseating of
a Member because of fraud in his elec-
tion, there would be no reluctance to act
decisively; there would be no reluctance
to insist upon our prineciple of fair elec-
tions; no reluctance to submit a full
statement of the facts. Yet, in this case,
where the election has been tainted by
mass violations of the fundamental rule
against racial discrimination, we seem to
be torn between doing what we know is
right and not “rocking the boat.”

The least that could and should have
been done here, Mr. Speaker, was to have
had public hearings. From all appear-
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ances the Committee on Administration
of the House of Representatives has
simply given blanket acceptance to
Mississippi’s election procedures. The
report of the committee is completely
unpersuasive. There is no analysis of
the charges; in fact no report to the
House as to the fairness or lack of fair-
ness of the elections.

There appear to be two major argu-
ments against unseating the Mississippi
delegation. The first of these is some
concern with whether the present situa-
tion falls within the precedents of the
House. An examination of those prece-
dents would seem to indicate that at
worst there is precedent both for and
against unseating. In such a situation
it seems to me that there is no obstacle
to our doing what we believe is right.
Furthermore, to the extent that there
may be precedents to the contrary—
precedents which would keep us from
acting in a flagrant case of the kind we
have before us—it is high time we con-
signed such rules to the junk heap of
history.

The second major argument against
unseating the Mississippi delegation is
that the Voting Rights Act of 1965 pro-
vides future safeguards against a repeti-
tion of the situation.

But what of today, tomorrow, and
next year? The Voting Rights Act will
after all, not affect the Mississippi con-
gressional representation until Novem-
ber 1966. If the Mississipi delegation is
unseated, I should think it would be
possible to hold new and fair elections
and to return to this Congress a delega-
tion elected by the vote of all the people
of Mississippi.

But beyond that, what is involved here
is the establishment of a principle—the
principle that this House will not sanc-
tion the seating of those whose election
has been obtained through the denial
of constitutional rights. The dignity of
this House and the confidence of the
American people in it requires no less.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Hays] a member of the committee.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I listened
with interest to the speech of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Linpsay], who
is a candidate for office in the city of
New York, and I noticed that he wanted
to lay all of the blame for this resolution
at the door of the majority party.

I believe it is interesting in passing to
point out that not a single member of
the minority party, the Republican
Party—which is not Mr. Linpsay’s
party, because he constantly denies that
it is—signed the minority views. So
this majority report represents a bi-
partisan approach, an approach which
is made as it has been made to every
contest in the 17 years that I have been
in the Congress and in the 16 years and
some months that I have sat on this
committee.

I do not know how many votes Mr.
Linpsay’s speech is worth in New York,
but it is too transparent to be worth
any in my area.

What I wanted to say, and what I got
the time to say, Mr. Speaker, is that I
heard a news broadcast this morning
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which purported to be an objective re-
port of what was going to happen here,
and it said that it was likely that this
case would be dismissed, and part of the
reason was because this committee is
dominated by Southerners.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the list of the Members of the
Committee on House Administration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The list is as follows:

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION

Omar Burleson, Texas, chalrman.
Samuel N. Friedel, Maryland.
Robert T, Ashmore, South Carolina.
Wayne L. Hays, Ohio.

Paul C. Jones, Missourl.

Frank Thompson, Jr., New Jersey.
Watkins M. Abbitt, Virginia.

Joe D. Waggonner, Jr., Louisiana.
Carl D. Perkins, Kentucky.

John H. Dent, Pennsylvania.

Sam M. Gibbons, Florida.

Lucien N. Nedzi, Michigan.

John Brademas, Indiana.

John W. Davis, Georgla.

Kenneth J. Gray, Illinois.
Augustus F. Hawkins, Callfornia,
Jonathan B. Bingham, New York.
Glenard P. Lipscomb, California,
Robert J. Corbett, Pennsylvania.
Charles E, Chamberlain, Michigan.
Charles E. Goodell, New York.
‘Willard S. Curtin, Pennsylvania,
Samuel L. Devine, Ohio.

John N, Erlenborn, Illinois.
William L. Dickinson, Alabama.

Mr. HAYS. I would point out that of
those 256 Members, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BurLEson], the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Asamore], the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. AsBITT],

the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr, WaG-

cGoNNER], the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Gieons], the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr, Davis], and the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. DickiNsoN] are
southerners—seven in all, I suppose you
could count the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. Frieper]l but he signed the
minority report. So, since he is on the
other side, he would not be part of the
domination. I suppose, if you wanted
to be contentious, you could put in Mis-
souri and Kentucky, which are border
States, but if you put in all of those,
you only come up with 10 out of 25,
and 1 out of the 10 voted with the mi-
nority. So I would ask that if the press
would like to in its reporting of this,
they could say that the Committee on
House Administration is dominated by
northerners.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. CoNYERS].

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, unless
the House of Representatives votes today
to recommit the Mississippi challenge to
the Committee on House Administration
with instructions to hold adequate pub-
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lic hearings and report on the merits of
the individual cases, it will have de-
faulted on its constitutional responsibil-
ity to be the sole judge of the elections of
its Members. The sworn statements and
depositions documenting case after case
of denial of the vote through racial dis-
crimination are in reality petitions for
redress of grievances by the Negro Amer-
icans of Mississippi which can only be
handled by the House of Representatives.
The minority report states the case
tersely and well. May I quote to you the
excellent minority views by the follow-
ing members of the Committee on House
Administration: Congressmen SAMUEL
FriepeL of Maryland, Lucien Nepzr of
Michigan, Joun BrapEmas of Indiana,
AvcusTus Hawkins of California, and
JonaTHAN BineuHAM of New York:

The record in this case clearly indicates
disfranchisement of voters in the State of
Mississippl due to inadequate official pro-
tection of their rights as well as of their
lives and limbs. We note that the House
has vacated seats of Members on the basis
of disenfranchisement and/or Iintimida-
tion, * * * The entire question should be
reconsidered by the committee after ade-
quate public hearings, and a resolution re-
ported based on the merits of the case and
not upon the basis of who brought the ques-
tion of wrongdoing to the attention of the
committee.

The Committee on House Administra-
tion did not hold hearings on the basic
charges that almost none of the Negro
Americans in Mississippi, 45 percent of
the State’s population, voted in last
year's election even though this Con-
gress has just recently made a finding
that there has been massive racial dis-
crimination in voting in Mississippi for
many years when it passed the Voting
Rights Act of 1965. Instead the com-
mittee chose to ignore these facts and to
dismiss these charges because they say
they were not brought in the proper way.

As a member of your Judiciary Com-
mittee I am proud of the law we drafted
and this House passed to protect the right
to vote for all Americans. However, may
I also respectfully say that the new law
has not yet been terribly successful in
Mississippi nor have most State officials
indicated a willingness to comply volun-
tarily. Federal registrars have been
appointed in only 4 out of the 82 coun-
ties in Mississippi, and have now en-
rolled only about 13,000 additional Negro
Americans; and others have been regis-
tered by local officials in some counties.
However, I would point out that when
the Attorney General testified before our
committee, he stated that only about
29,000 out of the approximately 425,000
Negro Americans in Mississippi of voting
age were registered to vote last year.
Even after adding all these figures statis-
tics clearly show that there is a long, long
way to go.

I feel that only the appointment of
Federal registrars throughout the State
of Mississippl and the proper handling
of the Mississippi challenge by this House
can assure all American citizens in Mis-
sissippi of the right to vote without fear.

Mississippi officials are fighting the
new law with every means available in
order to delay as long as possible the day
when all Negro Americans in Mississippi
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will be able to register and vote. Dis-
missing the effort to unseat the Missis-
sippi Congressman will provide just the
additional encouragement needed by the
officials and the racist social system of
Mississippi to continue official defiance
and physiecal and economic intimidation.

Just last week the Mississippi attorney
general initiated court action to stop local
election officials from allowing citizens to
vote who were registered by Federal ex-
aminers in the four counties. It would
seem that the State attorney general is
not satisfled with challenging the con-
stitutionality of the law in Federal court,
but now wants to start dilatory legal ac-
tion in his own State courts in order to
interfere with the administration of the
new law.

Further the economic and physical
intimidation to stop Negro Americans
from going to the polls is still continuing
and there have been indications that it
is increasing. For example, just last
night another Negro church was blown
up. This occurred in Sidon, Miss., in
Leflore County—one of the four Missis-
sippi counties where Federal registrars
have been sent.

My colleagues, the effort to oppose the
motion to dismiss is supported by the
entire civil rights movement led by the
leadership conference on civil rights,
including the labor, religious, and civic
organizations which are fighting for hu-
man dignity for all Americans. Also the
Democratic State Central Committee of
Michigan yesterday sent the entire Mich-
igan Democratic delegation telegrams
urging them to oppose this mo-
tion. I will include the communications
from these various groups and others in
the Recorp immediately following my
remarks.

The procedures followed by the elec-
tions subcommittee in handling this mat-
ter are totally indefensible. Instead of
holding hearings on the merits of the
contestants’ allegations, the only ques-
tion considered by the subcommittee was
the motion by the five incumbent Con-
gressmen to dismiss the challenge
against themselves. How can this House
possibly decide to dismiss the challenge
when only nine Members have been able
to examine the relevant documents and
hear and question the witnesses? The
hearings on Monday and Tuesday morn-
ing, which did not examine the merits of
the case, were held in secret. These
hearings were not only closed to the pub-
lic, an unusual procedure to say the least
and not only were Members of Congress
denied the opportunity to attend, but
even these members of the full House Ad-
ministrations Committee, who happen
not to be on the elections subcommittee,
were not allowed to attend. Further,
neither members of the full committee
nor other Members of the House have
been able to obtain copies of the relevant
documents. Even this committee report
has only been available to the Members
for 24 hours before the issue came to the
floor. Of the many items that I find in-
consistent and indefensible in the major-
ity report, the most appalling is the last
phrase in the motion. After not even
considering the contestants’ complaints
that these five gentlemen were elected
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through a totally unconstitutional
process and restricting themselves to the
procedural questions, the committee has
still reported out a motion stating that
these Members are “entitled to their
seaw.ll_

I understand that the Committee on
House Administration has met again on
this matter in just the last few hours to
approve an amendment striking this
phrase from the resolution. I respect-
fully submit that the original inclusion
of this phrase is just one of many illus-
trations in the majority report of the
committee’s eagerness to ignore the evi-
dence and to bury this matter. I have
joined with many of my colleagues over
the last few months in urging expedi-
tious consideration of the substantive is-
sues involved—not improper procedures
in order to dismiss the entire matter as
quickly as possible.

I urge my colleagues to vote for a mo-
tion to recommit the entire question to
committee with instructions to hold ade-
quate public hearings on the merits of
the cases and to report back a resolution
based on those hearings. If that re-
committal motion fails I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this motion to
dismiss the Mississippi challenge. I
want to respectfully point out that a vote
against the motion to dismiss, if suc-
cessful, would not be any final dispos-
itive action on the challenge but would
throw the entire issue open for what-
ever action the House of Representatives
would then decide upon. May I say
that no one is today asking for a vote
to vacate the seats of the five Mississippi
Members, although a veritable mountain
of uncontradicted and incontrovertible
evidence has been submitted to prove the
obvious and well-known fact that Negro
Americans are and have for decades been
barred from voting in Mississippi because
of their race. My colleagues, today the
issue is simply whether this House will
assure a fair hearing of the merits of
these petitions for redress of grievances
submitted by thousands of Negro Ameri-
cans of Mississippi.

This is the very least that can be asked
of us in the name of simple justice. The
men and women who have journeyed
from that State to bear mute and re-
spectful attendance at these proceedings
are watching us, ladies and gentlemen.
Indeed the whole country is watching to
see what this 1st session of the 89th Con-
gress will do. I pray you as diligent,
capable, competent leaders, with whom
I have been so proud to serve during
these 9 months, that you will join with
me in a motion to eradicate the undemo-
cratic practices that every one of you in
your heart knows to exist.

So I urge respectfully your support of
a motion to recommit,

. WasHinaTOoN, D.C.,
September 17, 1965.

Hon. Joun J. CONYERS, JR.
Washington, D.C.:

Imperative you oppose dismissal of Missis-
slppl challenges. Majority report a testa-
ment of shame. Nothing more morally com-
pelling than you vote to have issue of Negro
disenfranchisement faced now.

The Rev. MARTIN LUTHER KINg, Jr.
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LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE ON
Civin. RIGHTS,
Washington, D.C., September 15, 1965.

Dear Mg, ConNcrEssMAN: We wish to call
your attention to the enclosed statement in
opposition to the dismissal of the Mississippi
challenge.

Forty-four of the organizations that co-
operate in the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights were represented at a meeting
devoted to this issue. It was agreed by those
present that “inadequate consideration” has
been given “to the challenge or to alternative
methods or approaches under which the
House could exercise its comstitutional au-
thority to rule on the election and qualifica-
tions of its Members.”

These organizations join in urging all
House Members to oppose the motion that is
expected to be made this week to dismiss
the challenge. They call on all Congress-
men to take a searching look at the system-
atic disfranchisement of thousands of Mis-
sissippi citizens—a disfranchisement that
raises serious questions about the legality of
the elections in which the present Mississippi
House delegation was chosen.

Respectfully yours,
ARNOLD ARONEON,
Secretary.
Enclosure, ki

STATEMENT ON THE MississiPPI CHALLENGE

(Adopted by the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights, Sept, 14, 1965)

The undersigned organizations assoclated
in the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
urge the defeat of the attempt by the House
Administration Committee to dismiss the
challenge of Mississippl citizens to the seat-
ing of the Mississippl House delegation,

We deplore the haste with which dismissal
is being proposed. The motion ignores the
many questions that have been raised about
the legality of the elections that brought the
five Mississippi Members to Congress.

The pattern of denial of the rights to vote
in Mississippl has heen evidenced by the re-

and hearings of the U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights, by testimony taken in con-
nection with the challenge filed to contest
the elections of the Mississippl Congressmen,
by hearings on the Voting Rights Act of 1965
and by other information available to Con-

S8,
mWe feel the House Adminstration Commit-
tee has given inadequate consideration to the
challenge or to alternative methods 'or ap-
proaches under which the House could exer-
cise its constitutional authority to rule on
the election and gualifications of its Mem-
bers.
~ Only two subcommittee hearings have been
held, both geared to the dismissal and to no
other aspect of the issue. No public hear-
ings have been held. ' Coples of the evidence
on which the challenge is based have not
been made available to House Members.
Dismissal of the challenge at this time would
close the door to full hearings and full
House discussion.

Therefore, we urge all Members of the
House to vote against the motion to dismiss.

COOPERATING ORGANIZATIONS ENDORSING CHAL-
LENGE STATEMENT—SEPTEMBER 14, 1965

American Ethical Union.

A. Philip Randolph Foundation,

Amalgamated Clothing Workers of Amer-
ica.

Ameriecan Civil Liberties Union.

American Jewish Committee.

American Jewish Congress.

American Veterans Committee.

Americans for Democratic Action.

Antl-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith.

Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters.

Catholic Interracial Couneil.

Christian Family Movement.

College YCB National Staff.

Congress of Racial Equality.
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Council for Christian Social Action—
United Church of Christ.

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority.

Episcopal Society for Cultural and Racial
Unity. 3

I!myproved Benevolent & Protective Order of
Elks of the World.

Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO.

International Unlon of Electrical, Radio,
and Machine Workers.

Iota Phi Lambda, Inec. / ;

National Alliance of Postal Employees.

National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People. i §

Natlonal Association of Colored Women’s
Clubs, Inc.

National Catholic Conference for Inter-
racial Justice.

National Council of Catholic Women.

National Couneil of Churches, Commission
on Religion and Race.

National Council of Negro Women.

National Council on Agricultural Life and
Labor.

National Urban League.

Negro American Labor Council.

Northern Student Movement,

Phi Beta Sigma Fraternity.

Southern Christian Leadership Conference.

State, County, and Municipal Employees.

Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee.

Textile Workers Unlon of America.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

Unitarian Universalist Assoclation, Com-
mission on Religion and Race.

Unitarian Universalist Fellowship for So-
cial Justice. 5

United Automobile Workers of America.

United States National Student Assocla-
tion.

TUnited Steelworkers of America.

Women'’s International League for Peace
and Freedom.

Zeta Phi Beta Sorority.
Other organizations outside LOCR endorsing

: statement .

Division of Human Relations and Economic
Affairs General Board of Christian Social

« Concerns of the Methodist Church,

Lawyers Constitutional Defense Commit-

tee.
Mississippl Freedom Democratic Party.

NATIONAL CoUNCIL OF  THE
CHURCHES oF CHRIST IN THE
U.B.A.,

Washington, D.C., September 18, 19635,

Dear ConNGrEssMAN ConNYERS: On January
4, you and 148 of your colleagues voted
against the seating of the Misslssippl dele-
gation in the House. Subsequenfly, citizens
of the State of Mississippi, carefully follow-
ing the prescribed procedures, instituted
challenges to the election of the five Mem-
bers of the House from that State. The
Committee on House Administration has
now recommended final and summary dis-
missal of the challenges and has asked the
House to adopt a resolution to that effect.

We urge you to oppose this summary dis-
missal. The record on which the challenge
is based indicates massive disfranchisement
of potential voters in the State of Mississippl.
We believe that the House, to which the
Constitution gives the sole responsibility for
determining whether or not its Members
have been properly elected, should direct its
Committee on House Administration to con-
duct adequate public hearings on the under-
lying issues in the case before asking Mem-
bers of the House to make a jJudgment on
the merits of the challenge.

Under the circumstances of the instant
case, we cannot agree with those who argue
that the contestants are not proper parties
because they were not candidates in opposi-
tion to the contestees. To require that a
contestant be listed on a ballot as a candi-
date in a jurisdiction where it is impossible
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for him or her to register to vote would be
the grossest type of legal fiction.

Finally, it should be noted that out of the
depths of frustration citizens of the State
of Mississippi have done everything within
their power to seek redress of their griev-
ances through the orderly processes of the
law. We believe they should not now be
turned away without the most careful con-
slderation of their plea.

We hope you will support the motion to
recommit the matter to the committee for
adequate public hearings which would lay
the foundation for consideration of the basic
question on its merits.

Sincerely yours,
EUGENE CARSON BLAKE,
Chairman.
RoBErT W. SPIKE,
Ezecutive Director.
DeTROIT, MICH,,
September 17, 1965.
Representative Joun CoNYERs,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge you vote against motion to dismiss
Mississippl congressional challenge and sup-
port motion to recommit to committee with
instruction for open hearing.

RoBERT HOFFE,
Commission on Religion and Race
Presbytery of Detroit.

Lansmvg, MICH,,
September 14, 1965.
Hon. JorN CoNYERS, JR.,
Washington, D.C.:
Urge continued opposition to seating Mis-
slssippl congressional delegation. Michigan
Democrats unanimously behind you and Con-

stitution.
ZoLroN A. FERENCY,
Chairman, Democratic State Central
Committee of Michigan.

DEMOCRATIC STATE CENTRAL ComM-
MITTEE OF MICHIGAN,
Lansing, Mich, September 14, 1965,
Hon, Jorw CONYERS, JR.,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGrEssMaAN: In further reference
t0 my wire, I am enclosing a copy of the
resolution of the February convention which
was adopted unanimously. Eeep up the
good work,

Sincerely,
ZoLTON A. FERENCY,
Chairman.
Enclosure.

THE MISSISSIPPI CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION

Regisration procedures and the November
1964 elections in the State of Mississippl were
conducted by the officlals of that State in a
manner clearly designed to discriminate sys-
tematically against the Negro citizens of the
State; and ;

Three citizens of Mississippl, Mrs. Fanny
Lou Hamer, Mrs. Annie Devine, and Mrs.
Victorla Gray—in the Second, Fourth, and
Fifth Congressional Districts respectively—
have challenged the seating of the Congress-
men now representing those districts, and
these three citizens have further claims that
they themselves should in fact be seated as
Me:nbers of Congress from those districts;
an.

Citizens of Mississippi residing in the First
and Third Districts have challenged the va-
lidity of the elections held there in 1964,
claiming that these seats should in fact be
declared vacant; and

The Mississippl Freedom Democratic Party
in support of these claims has filed challenges
and brief in accordance with the statutory
provisions governing challenges; and

Based on depositions collected by the Mis-
gissippi Freedom Democratic Party and the
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challenged Mississippl Congresmen the Sub-
committee on Elections will make recommen-
datlons regarding the unseating of the Mis-
sl.s:ilppi delegation to the floor of the House;
an
In support of this challenge the Democratic
Members of Congress from Michigan voted
not to seat the Mississippi Congressmen until
such time as a full investigation by the House
of voting and registration procedures in Mis-
sissippi has taken place: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Democratic Members of
Congress from the State of Michigan be com-
mended for their votes not to seat the Mis-
sissippl delegations; and be it further
Resolved, That the Democratic Party of the
State of Michigan wurges the Democratic
Members of Congress from Michigan to con-
tinue to vote for the unseating of the Mis~
sissippl delegation until such time as a dele-
gation is elected in free elections, open to
all people and conducted in accordance with
the Constitution; and be it further
Resolved, That the Democratic Members of
Congress from Michigan are hereby urged to
give their support to the calling of special
elections following a period of federally su-
pervised open registration; and be it further
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to the Democratic Members of Congress
from the State of Michigan, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and the mem-
bers of the House Subcommittee on Elections.

DETROIT, MICH.,
; September 17, 1965.
Hon. JoEN CONYERS, JR,,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Greetings on behalf of the American Civil
Liberties Union of Michigan. I urge a vote in
opposition to the motion to dismiss the chal-
lenges to the Misslssippl Congressmen. The
House itself will be the loser if the challenges
are shelved without full public consideration.
ERNEST MAZEY,
Ezecutive Director ACLU of Michigan.

Crry oF DeTROIT, COMMISSION ON
CoMMUNITY RELATIONS,
Detroit, Mich., August 27, 1965.
Hon. JouN CONYERS, JR.,
House of Representatives Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: On behalf of
the Commission on Community Relations
and its supporters I would like to call to your
attention an action of the Commission on
Community Relations at a recent commis-
sion meeting. Upon the motion of Commis-
sioner Mrs. Golda Krolik the commission en-
dorsed the efforts of the House of Repre-
sentatives for a speedy hearing on the chal-
lenge to the seating of the Mississippl Con-
gressmen. In discussion which preceded this
motion the commission commended your fine
work and many of your colleagues in leading
this challenge.

It is our hope that out of this action will
come just and equal representation for the
citizens of the State of Mississippi.

You have our gratitude and support for
the work you have done and may do in the
future to see that this goal is achieved.

Sincerely yours,
RIcHARD V. MARKS,
Secretary-Director.

DeTrROIT, MICH.,
September 16, 1965.
Hon. JoHN CONYERS, JR.,
House of Representatives,
Capitol Building, Washington, D.C.:
Request you oppose majority report to dis-
miss petition to unseat Mississippi Congress-
men. Prefer recommittal to committee.
HeENRY B. LINNE,
President, Michigan Federation of
Teachers.
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CuIcAGo, ILL.,
September 17, 1965.
Hon. JoEN CONYERS,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Do not dismiss the Mississippl challenge.
If you do, the Mississippl racists, secure in
the knowledge that Congress has refused to
overturn their illegal elections, will revert
to their methods of brutality and intimida-
tion in order to keep the Negroes of Missis-
sippi from exercising their full rights.

CHARLES COGEN,
President,
American Federation of Teachers.

Civir, LIBERTIES UNION,
New York, N.Y., September 9, 1965.
Hon. JoaN CONYERS, JR.
House Office Building,
Washington 25, D.C.

Dear Sm: We respectfully transmit to you
the enclosed memorandum Iin support of the
pending challenge to the seating of the Mem-
bers from Mississippl. The memorandum
has been signed by a number of attorneys
from many States.

The ACLU and those who signed the mem-
orandum feel strongly that the challenge is
based on sound evidence and substantial
House precedents. The depositions now be-
fore the House, as well as numerous other
goverhment reports and judicial findings,
establish beyond question the fact of sys-
tematic exclusion of Negro voters from Mis-
sissippi’s polling places. Aside from demon-
strating that obvious violations of the 14th
and 15th amendments have been committed
by the State of Mississippl in its election
processes, the evidence now before the House
affords ample grounds for unseating Missis-
sippl's Representatives, in accordance with
such venerable House precedents as Lynch v.
Chalmers (1882), and Johnston v. Stokes
(1898).

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 expresses
the commitment of the Congress to the prin-
ciple of free elections throughout the United
States. But the evidence developed in sup-
port of this challenge makes it clear that
patterns of State-inspired intimidation and
reprisals will not end in Mississippi, even
with vigorous enforcement of the act. More-
over, the sitting Representatives were in fact
sent to this Congress by an election which
constitutes a travesty of the first prineiples
of republican government. We urge that you
preserve the integrity of the membership of
the House by bringing the challenge to the
floor and by voting to support it.

Sincerely yours,
ERNEST ANGELL,
Chairman, Board of Directors.
JOHN DE J. PEMBERTON, Jr.,
Ezecutive Director.
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF THE CHALLENGE
TO THE SEATING OF MISSISSIPPT CONGRESS-
MEN
September 9, 1965.

We write to express our view as members
of the bars of our respective States that the
pending challenge to the seating of Repre-
sentatives from the State of Mississippl is
based on well-established facts and sound
constitutional precedents. We hope you will
find that it merits your active support In
bringing it to the floor of the House and in
favorable action on the floor.

I

No responsible spokesman has challenged
the factual evidence of massive disenfran-
chisement of Negro voters in Mississippl.
Part of this evidence is set out in the more
than 10,000 pages of depositions secured from
Mississipplans by the contestants and duly
printed for the House of Representatives at
the direction of the Clerk. Numerous find-
ings based on overwhelming additional evi-
dence presented to agencies of the executive
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branch and to the courts, and embodied in
investigative reports and judiclal opinions,
establish beyond any doubt the fact of sys-
tematic exclusion of the Negro from the
polling place in Mississippi.

The withdrawal of the ballot from Missis-
sippl Negroes has been accomplished by a
long-continued and deliberate effort to ne-
gate the mandate of the 15th amendment
and reverse the result of the Civil War itself.
Means employed have ranged from poll taxes
and discriminatorily-applied Iliteracy and
“constitutional interpretation” tests to sys-
tematic intimidation and violence, inspired
and sometimes conducted by public officials.
Organs of State government, from the Mis-
sissippl Constitutional Convention of 1880,
to successive State legislatures, voting regis-
trars and local sherlffs, have joined in fash-
ifoning and executing the design to disen-
franchise. So effectlve has been the design
and its execution that Negro voter registra-
tion has been reduced from approximately
189,000 in the late 1880's to approximately
85,000 or 6.7 percent of the Negro population
of voting age today.

I

The legal basis for the challenge is direct
and straightforward:

1. The systematic exclusion of Negroes
from the election process in Mississippi vio-
lates the 14th amendment, which prohibits
the denial of equal protection of the laws,
and the 15th amendment, which prohibits
abridgement of the right to vote on account
of race, color, or previous condition of servi-
tude. Earlier this year, in a suit brought by
the Department of Justice to test the very
statutes which have been employed against
Negroes as a part of the systematic exclusion
which constitutes the basis for the present
challenge, the Supreme Court indicated that
Mississippi's voting laws would be held to
violate the 14th and 15th amendments on a
showing of the facts which are so amply
demonstrated by the record in the challenge
now pending before Congress. United States
v. Mississippi, March 8, 1965, 33 L.W. 4258,
In the companion case of United States v.
Louisiana, March 8, 1965, 383 L.W. 4262, in
which the Government was actually per-
mitted to introduce in the trial court the
evidence supporting its allegations, statutory
provisions virtually identical to those passed
by Mississippi to disenfranchise Negroes were
held unconstitutionall However, the record
in the pending challenge shows that more
than discriminatory statutes is at work to
keep Mississippl Negroes from voting. State-
inspired and State-condoned intimidation
and violence, as well as threats of economic
reprisals, are commonplace and they, even
more clearly than the statutes, are employed
in the design to disenfranchise, thus flouting
the constitutional commands of the 14th and
15th amendments.

2, Acting under its constitutional power
and duty to “be the judge of the elections,
returns, and qualifications of its own Mem-
bers,” the House of Representatives has time
and again set aside the result of an election
marked by fraud, intimidation, or other ille-
gallty. Specifically, the House has refused
to seat Members in over 40 instances where
violence, intimidation or fraud was practiced
against Negro voters to influence an election
contest. Many of these cases are discussed
in detail at pages 41-86 of the contestants’
brief, and all are summarized in the brief's
appendix B. They show that the House does
not shrink from either seating a contestant
in place of a certified Member or from de-
claring a seat vacant so that new elections

11t may be noted parenthetically that the
State of Mississippl, at the urging of Gov.
Paul B. Johnson, has repealed these stat-
utes in order to secure a more advantageous
footing for resisting the new Voting Rights
Act of 1965.
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may be held, if that is what the evidence
demands. For example, on facts less com-
pelling than those now presented by the
pending challenge, the House set aside elec~
tion results in the Mississippl case of Lynch v.
Chalmers, 47th Cong., Hinds, vol. 2, sec. 9469,
p. 263 (1882), and the South Carolina case
of Johnston v. Stokes, b4th Cong., Hinds,
vol. 2, sec, 1126 (1896).

The variety of these and other cases cited
by the contestants indicates that the House's
power to judge the qualifications of its Mem-
bers has been used neither capricliously nor
rarely. The protection afforded by this power
to the principle of free elections and the
integrity of representative government has
been extended to incumbents, contestants,
and voters in many States for well over a
century. To justify the use of the power in
this instance little more need be said than
that Mississippi’s election process is unique
in its degree of corruption. The voter regis-
tration facts in Mississippl congressional dis-
tricts are a world apart from those in any
other election district known to us. For
example, as of January 1964, in Humphreys
County of the Second Mississippi Congres-
sional District, there was not one registered
Negro voter out of a voting-age Negro popu-
lation of 5,661. For the State as a whole,
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights reports
that less than 7 percent of Negroes of voting
age are registered to vote. By comparison,
in such States as Alabama and Louisiana,
recent estimates by the Justice Department
place the percentage at approximately 19.4
percent and 32 percent, respectively. The
difference in percentage polnts between Mis-
sissippl and other Southern States is more
than one of degree—and it reflects the vir-
tually total exclusion of Mississippi Negroes
from the State's electoral process.

3. There is no doubt that the challenges
themselves are now properly before the
House, both under the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
201 which permit any person to contest the
election of any Member, and under the long-
standing traditions of the House itself,
which, as recently summarized by the Clerk,
permit House adjudication of a contested
election in the case of a protest or memorial
filed by an elector of the district concerned
or by any other persons. Letter of Assistant
Clerk to Speaker, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page
810, January 14, 1965. Indeed, there are
statutory and case precedents establishing
House jurisdiction of the pending challenge
which go back to the early years of our
history.

The only gquestion which merits discussion
is whether the challengers here qualify as
parties or contestants for purposes of avail-
ing themselves of the statutory deposition
and subpena procedures found in 2 US.C.
203 et seq. While it is obvious that the con-
testants here—all Negroes—dld not appear as
candidates for congressional seats on the
regular Mississippi election ballot, it is
equally obvious that they could not do so
because of the systematic exclusion of Ne-
groes from Mississippl’s election processes.
It would be unjust and self-defeating for
Congress to apply 2 U.S.C. 203 et seq. in such
a way as to exclude from the ambit of its pro-
cedures the persons they were designed to
protect: those complainants who, like the
contestants here, failed to be designated on
the ballot because of the wvery Injustl
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challenge the use of the deposition proce-
dures actively participated in the taking of
the depositions by cross-examining witnesses
and by entering into stipulations concerning
them. Now that the depositions have been
completed and printed, and 7 months after
the initial debate on the challenge by the
House—during which the majority leader
stated, in effect, that the statutory deposi-
tion procedures should be employed—it is too
late for the sitting Members to attack the
use of these procedures by the contestants.

What is at stake in the pending challenge
to the seating of the Mississippl delegation
in the House is nothing less than the integ-
rity of representative government. As the
then Committee on Elections recognized
early in the 35th Congress In the election
challenge of Whyte v. Harris, the “freedom
and purity of electlons constitute the very
life of republican government.” (House
Misc. Doe. No. 57, 35th Cong., 1st sess., 1 Bart.
257 (1858).) We believe that statutory law,
the Constitution, and wvalid congressional
precedent, amply warrant the action re-
quested of the House. In fact, the mandate
of the Constitution may fairly be sald to im-
pose an obligation to grant the relief asked
by the contestants.

m

It is no answer to the force of the present
challenge to assert that the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, effective legislation though it
may be, will drastically reduce future dis-
crimination by the State of Mississippi
against Negro voters. What is before the
House is the validity of the elections of
November 1964, elections in which State ac-
tion deprived virtually the entire Negro pop-
ulation of Mississippl of the ballot, and as
a result of which Congressmen purporting
to represent the people of Mississippl are
seated In the House. It is also worth noting
that nelther the Voting Rights Act nor the
recent repeal of Mississippi’s patently uncon-
stitutional voter registration laws will sub-
stantlally affect such extra-legal, but State-
fostered methods of voter Intimidation as
the physical violence and economic reprisals
documented In the depositions supporting
the present challenge. To convince white
Mississippians that continued flouting of the
14th and 16th amendments is no longer pos-
sible or profitable, the results of the 1964
elections must be set aside.

w

The proponents of the challenge will
shortly seek to bring the matter before the
entire House. Since no resolution is pend-
ing, 1t is likely that the question of the
seating of Mississippl’s Representatives will
be ralsed in the form of a privileged motion
seeking to discharge the Committee on Ad-
ministration and its Elections Subcommittee
from further consideration of the challenge.
This procedure is fully supported by the
venerable House precedent of Page v. Pirce,
in which Speaker Carlisle stated that such
a motion “presents a question of the highest
privilege.” (3 Hinds § 2585, 17 CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD 7T403-04 (1886).) We hope
you will take whatever action is necessary to
bring the challenge from the Administra-
tion Committee to the floor of the House and
we respectfully urge you to support it there.

sought to be remedied.

Moreover, even if the challengers do not
qualify as opposing candidates, objection to
the use of the statutory deposition proce-
dures has been walved by the fallure of the
Members from Mississippi to take timely ex-
ception® Indeed, the Members who now

? The sitting Mississippl Members have not
avalled themselves of the objection procedure
recently used and approved by the House in
the case of Representative OTTINGER of New
York, whose seat was challenged by the

campalgn manager for a defeated candidate,
There a resolution dismissing the deposition
procedures on the grounds that the challeng-
ing party did not qualify to use them was
introduced in the House soon after the dep-
osition proceedings were begun. Apparently,
the Mississippl Members knew of this means
of challenging the use of the statutory dep-
osition procedures and their failure to object
was the result of a conscious decision, not
mere inadvertence. See story in Jackson
Daily News, Jan. 28, 1965, reproduced at
p. 100 of the contestants’ brief.
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The principle of free and fair elections
open to an entire constituency is the bed-
rock of our democratic Republic. Only in
free and falr elections can our sytsem of rep-
resentative government work. Only in free
and fair elections, untainted by the illegality
proscribed by our Constitution, can Missis-
sippl reclaim its place in the eyes of the
Nation and in the Halls of Congress.

SIGNERS OF MEMORANDUM

Alaska: Wendell P, Eay, Anchorage.

Arizona: Jay Dushoff, Phoenix; Sheldon
Mitchell, Phoenix; S. Leonard Scheff, Tucson.

California: Sidney Bleifeld, Los Angeles;
Irwin Gostin, San Diego; Francis Helsler,
Carmel; Marshall W. Krause, San Francisco;
Seymour Mandel, Los Angeles; Ben Margolis,
Los Angeles; Harry Margolis, Saratoga; EKurt
W. Melchior, San Francisco; Edward Mosk,
Los Angeles; Frank E. Munoz, Los Angeles;
Fred Okrand, L.os Angeles; Chas. I. Rosin, Los
Angeles; Willam G. Smith, Los Angeles.

Colorado: Charles A, Graham, Denver,
Samuel D, Menin, Denver; Harry K. Nier, Jr.,
Denver; Elizabeth Schunk (Miss), Denver,

Connecticut: Thomas I. Emerson, New
Haven; Robert L. Erechevsky, Hartford; H.
D. Leventhal, Hartford; Frank Logue, Trum-
bull; Catherine G. Roraback, New Haven.

Florida: John M. Coe, Pensacola; Stanley
M. Pred, Miami.

Georgla: Leonard Haas, Atlanta.

Hawall: Morton King, Honolulu.

Tlinois: William W. Brackett, Evanston;
David Connolly, Rockford; Elmer Gertz, Chi-
cago; Burton Joseph, Chicago; Lee Leibik,
Chicago; Charles R. Markels, Chicago; James
D. Montgomery, Chicago; Sidney D. Podolsky,
Aurora; George Pontikes, Chicago; Bernard
Weisberg, Chicago.

Indiana: Benjamin Piser, South Bend;
Thomas H. Singer, South Bend.

Iowa: George Lindeman, Waterloo; Jesse
E. Marshall, Sioux City; Melvin H. Wolf,
‘Waterloo.

Kansas: Champ Eraham, Emporia; Joseph
H. McDowell, Kansas City.

Eentucky: Joseph 8. Freeland, Paducah;
Edgar A. Zingman, Louisville.

Maine: Louis Scolnik, Lewiston.

Maryland: Elsbeth Levy Bothe, Baltimore;
Marvin Braiterman, Baltimore; Harry Gold-
man, Jr, Baltimore; Norman H. Heller,
Wheaton; David B. Isbell, Chevy Chase.

Massachusetts: Bradlee M. Backman,
Lynn; Edward J. Barshak, Boston; Albert R.
Beisel, Jr., Boston; G. d'Andelot Belin, Bos-
ton; Irving Fishman, Waban; Helen L. Gray,
Cambridge; Reuben Goodman, Boston; Roy
A. Hammer, Boston; Julian S. Himes, Dor-
chester; Dunbar Holmes, Boston; Charles
Ingram, Lynn; Manuel Eatz, Boston; Ronald
F. Kehoe, Boston; Daniel Klubock, Boston;
Merrill B, Nearis, Gloucester; Allan R. Rosen-
berg, Boston; Francis J. Ulman, Boston; Max
Volterra, Attleboro; Henry Weissman, Spring-
field; Howard Whiteside, Boston; Ernest Win-
sor, Cambridge; Mr. & Mrs. Roger Witken,
Brookline; Stephen Wolfberg, Boston; Nor-
man Zalkind, Boston.

Michigan: John Bratton, Lansing; Justin
Brocato, Kalamazoo; Jerome H. Brooks,
Farmington; Richard W. Crandell, Cadillac;
Erwin Ellmann, Detroit; Ronald D. Feldman,
Detrolt; John F. Foley, Detroit; Ernest Good-
man, Detroit; Benjamin Marcus, Muskegon;
Jerry S. McCroskey, Muskegon; Rolland R.
O'Hare, Detroit; Dean A. Robb, Detroit; Ralph
I. Selby, Bay City.

Minnesota: Newton 8. Friedman, Duluth;
Sheldon D. Earlins, Minneapolis; Arnold A,
Karlins, Minneapolis; Arthur Roberts, Du-
luth; W. L. Sholes, Minneapolis,

Mississippi: Alvin J. Bronstein, Jackson.

Missouri: Irving Achtenberg, Eansas City;
Glenn L. Moller, St. Louls; Stanley D. Rostov,
Kansas City.

Nebraska: Loren G. Olsson, Scottsbluff.

New Hampshire: Arthur H, Nighsnander,
Laconia; Lawrence J. Walsh, Wolfeboro.
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New Jersey: Willlam R. Gilson, Summit;
Milton Gurney, Newark; Maurice Levinthal,
Paterson; Needell & Needell, Rahway; Wil-
liam Rossmoore, Newark; Irvin L. Solonds,
Newark.

New York: Ernest Angell, New York; Philip
Beane, New York; Steven M. Bernstein, Long
Beach; Ellis L. Bert, New York; Melvin Block,
Brooklyn; Albert H. Blumenthal, New York;
John J. Cavanaugh, Albany; Julien Cornell,
Central Valley; David Dretzin, New York;
Edward J. Ennis, New York; Walter Frank,
New York; Victor S. Gettner, New York;
Richard G. Green, New York; Jeremiah S.
Gutman, New York; Thomas M. Hampson,
Pittsford; Stephan A. Hochman, New York;
Dorothy Kenyon, New York; David R. Koch-
ery, Buffalo; Milton Eonvitz, Ithaca; William
EKunstler, New York; Richard Lipsitz, Buffalo;
Victor A. Lord, Jr., Albany; Pierre Lorsey,
New York; Louls Lusky, New York; Lewls
Mayers, New York; Mortimer J. Natkins, New
York; Wade Newhouse, Buffalo; John de J.
Pemberton, Jr.,, New York; Lloyd H. Relin,
Rochester; J. Ward Russell, Glens Falls; Her-
man Schwartz, Buffalo; Leon F, Simmonds,
Endicott; Peter Simmons, Buffalo; Mrs. Elea-
nor Soll, Scarsdale; Stephen C. Vliadeck, New
York; Allan Westin, New York:; Erwin N.
Witt, Rochester; Melvin L. Wulf, New York,

North Carolina: Lemuel H. Davis, Raleigh;
Reginald L. Frazier, New Bern; Herman L.
Taylor, Greenshoro.

North Dakota: Milton K. Higgins, Bis-
marck; Robert Vogel, Mandan.

Ohio: Charles A. Anderson, Dayton; Har-
land M. Britz, Toledo; Frederick M. Coleman,
Cleveland; Jack Day, Cleveland; Jack Gallon,
Toledo; 8. Lee Kohrman, Cleveland; Robert
D. Mishne, Cleveland; Willlam J. Rielly, Cin-
cinnati; Stanley U. Robinson, Jr., Columbus;
Franck C. S8hearer, Columbus.

Oklahoma: Warren L. McConnico, Tulsa.

Oregon: Maurice O. Georges, Portland;
Paul R. Meyer, Portland.

Pennsylvania: Charles Covert Arensberg,
Pittsburgh; Arthur L. Berger, Harrisburg;
Jack Brian, Upper Darby; T. Sldney Cad-
wallder, Yardley; Burton Caine, Philadelphia;
James M. Carter, Pittsburgh; Martin D. Cohn,
Hazleton; David H. H. Felix, Philadelphia;
Albert Gerber, Philadelphia; David R. Hobbs,
Hancock; A. Harry Levitan, Philadelphia;
Marjorie Hanson Matson, Pittsburgh; Frank-
lin Paul, Philadelphia; Stephen I. Richman,
Washington; Victor Roberts, Norristown;
Henry Sawyer III, Philadelphia; Daniel H.
Shertzer, Lancaster; Saul C, Waldbaum, Phil-
adelphia.

Rhode Island: Benjamin W. Case, Jr.,
Wakefleld; Willlam Edwards, Providence.

South Carolina: John Bolt Culberston,
Greenville,

South Dakota:
Falls.

Texas: Don Gladden, Fort Worth; Ben G.
Levy, Houston; Fred O. Weldon, Jr., Dallas;
John B. Wilson, Dallas.

Vermont: Donald Hackel, Rutland; John
L. Willlams, Rutland; James Oakes, Brattle-
boro.

Virginia: Joseph A. Jordom, Jr., Norfolk.

Washington, D.C.: P. J. Adolph, Washing-
ton, D.C.; David Carliner, Washington, D.C.;
Monroe H. Freedman, Washington, D.C.; Len
W. Holt, Washington, D.C.

Washington: Stuart D. Barker, Seattle;
Arthur G. Barnett, Seattle; Raymond Brown,
Seattle; Philip Burton, Seattle; John Caugh-
lan, Seattle; Frank DuBois, Everson; Willlam
Dwyer, Seattle; Landon R. Estep, Seattle;
M. Brock Evans, Seattle; Lady Willle Forbus,
SBeattle; Willlam L. Hanson, Seattle; Francis
Hoague, Seattle; David Hood, Seattle; Ben-
jamin H. Kizer, Spokane; Sam Levinson,
Seattle; Eenneth MacDonald, Seattle; Phillip
Offenbacker, Seattle; Chas. H. W. Talbot,
Richland; Leonard Schroeter, Seattle; James
B. Wilson, Seattle; Alvin Ziontz, Seattle.

West Virginia: Horace S. Meldahl, Charles-
ton.

Marvin K. Bailin, Sioux
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Wisconsin: Meyer Papermaster, Milwaukee;
Ted Warshafsky, Milwaukee; Leonard Zu-
brensky, Milwaukee,

Wyoming: John A. King, Laramie; Charles
L. Bates, Rawlings.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. McCurLLocH].

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr. Speaker, Irise
to support the resolution of the com-
mittee as it will be amended by a motion
by the distinguished majority floor
leader, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ALBERT], as I am advised.

Mr. Speaker, it is regrettable that this
issue should be before the House 10
months after the election in 1964 and 8
months after the men in question were
given the oath of office in January 1965.
Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, had the Con-
gress of the United States followed the
action of the then majority leader of
the House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HALLECK], in 1947 and passed legis-
lation against the poll tax, and had we
enacted legislation on eivil rights in 1957
as passed by the House and the civil
rights legislation of 1960 as passed by the
House, we would not have this issue be-
fore us today.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased indeed that
we have the Voting Rights Act of 1965
the law of the land, which has already
demonstrated its effectiveness in those
States in the South which have so long
flaunted the Constitution.

I note that a substantial majority of
the committee has recommended that
the challenge be dismissed. The reasons
therefor were most ably expressed by my
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Havs]. I shall not go into them
further.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I am happy to
yield to my good friend, the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman made reference to 1947. I was
the majority leader in that Congress and
we did enact a bill at that time outlawing
the poll tax, because at that time that
was a device to keep people from voting.
I have supported, along with the gentle-
man from Ohio, other measures as re-
cently as the 1965 act. I rise only to say
that it was suggested here a moment ago
that if we do not vote against this re-
port from the committee we are giving
tacit approval to the disfranchisement of
people who are entitled to vote. I do
want to make it very clear for myself
that actually the very definite disap-
proval of disfranchisement was shown by
the result of the votes that we had on
voting rights bills for many, many years.
And on that I stand.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to summarize my opinions on
the matters that have been touched upon
so accurately and ably by my colleague,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAL-
LECK], by saying that the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 and the recently decided case
of the United States against Mississippi
have already made a deep impression
upon the Southern States to whose action
we have taken objection. I dare say
that when the new legislation and the
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new laws and the new procedures of the
State officials become effective and they
really see and know the handwriting on
the wall, the problem which is before us
will not refurn again.

Mr. Speaker, I was impressed by one
paragraph in the committee’s report, and
it bears the careful attention of every
Member of the House, and I quote the
next to the last paragraph on page 3 of
the report as follows:

The committee notes that the presidential
electors, whose votes were certified to the
Congress and counted in the joint session of
the Congress held on January 6, 1965, were
elected under the same laws as was a Senator
who was subsequently seated without ques-
tlon in the Senate of the United States.
The eoncurrent election for presidential
electors, the U.S, Senator, and the five Rep~
resentatives from the State of Mississippl was
conducted under the same laws, the same
officers, and the same conditions.

_ Mr. Speaker, we should not cast a per-
manent cloud on the selection of the
presidential electors or on the election
of the junior Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote for the
resolution as it will be amended by the
majority leader, the gentleman from
Oklahoma, [Mr. ALBERT].

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman: yield?

Mr. McCULLOCH. I would be glad
to yield to my good friend, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Haysl.

Mr. HAYS. I would like to point out
to my colleague from Ohio that one of
these contestants was a candidate in a
Democratic primary in Mississippi for
Senator. She was defeated. Had she
been in exactly the same situation in our
State of Ohio, she would have been pre-
cluded by law from being a candidate for
any office in the general election.

Mr, McCULLOCH. That is a correct
factual and legal statement and I thank
the gentleman for his contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURLESON, Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. THoMPsoN], a member of the
committee.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr,
Speaker, today the House is sitting as a
judge in fulfilling a responsibility con-
ferred by the Constitution, a judiecial
function which can occur on only one
other occasion, that of impeachment pro-
ceedings. We do not sit in judgment of
any Member as an individual but rather
to determine the right to sit in this House,
a decision from which there can be no
appeal. It is a solemn duty and one
which no Member takes lightly.

Like other Members of the House, I ap-
proach the decision on the pending reso-
lution with humility and with a deep
sense of the extreme gravity of the ques-
tion being posed here. Unlike other
Members, it has been my responsibility as
a member of the House Administration
Committee to help frame the recommen-
dation in this case being presented to the
House today. It is a grave responsibility
to pass on such a case that has so many
far-reaching implications and which in-
volves so many complex and conflicting
ramifications.

will the
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This is a question which has involved
a lengthy dialog within each of us—our
love and respect for the institution in
which we are privileged to serve, its rules
and precedents: the legal and moral
aspects of this case: the philosophic con-
victions which motivate each of us: the
prejudices to which each of us is suscep-
tible: the circumstances which dictate
that we act today as the jury in this
unique case. Yet all of us sense that the
final judgment of whatever we do here
today will be made in the light of his-
tory—the history of this'House in terms
of the precedents we make and in a
greater sense the history of human free-
dom, dignity, and representative govern-
ment.

During the past months, Mr. Speaker, I
have studied the volumes of precedents
involving contested election cases. I
have studied the debates in the Congres-
sional Globe and the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp of these contests. I have studied
the volumes of printed depositions in the
case now before us and the brief prepared
in behalf of the contestants. This study
has provided a historic context which has
added to this deep feeling of the gravity
of the questions being presented to us for
decision today. It has also given me a
new respect for the institution in which
we serve. .

Mr. Speaker, in the brief time allotted
to me, I would like to make several points
that I feel are relevant to the case before
us in the hope that they will find common
ground with our colleagues on both sides
of the aisle and perhaps, in the cold light
of history, shed some light for our suc-
cessors who will also be called upon to
wrestle with their consciences in elec-
tion contests long after we have departed.

I will not dwell on any detailed discus-
sion of precedents involved in this case.
Let it be said that precedents exist on
both sides of this question as to whether
or not the challenge brought against the
incumbent Members of the Missisippi
delegation should be dismissed on
grounds alleged by the contestants,
namely, that Negroes have been system-
atically and deliberately excluded from
the electoral process in Mississippi
through the utilization of unconstitu-
tional registration and election statutes,
and that they were disenfranchised by
acts and threats of violence, terrorism,
and intimidation.

Mr. Speaker, the evidence is clear that
such allegations have been substantiated
by suits decided in Federal courts, by
findings of the Civil Rights Commission,
by hearings before the House Judiciary
Committee over recent years, and by
sworn depositions filed in support of this
challenge. Such evidence is a matter
of public record. We note that the con-
testants also rely on grounds involving
alleged violations of the 14th and 15th
amendments: to the Constitution.

Such unconstitutional denial of the
rights of citizenship was not limited to
the 1964 election, but is part of an historic
pattern that dates to post-Reconstruc-
tion years. It is here that we find the
last. number of House precedents deny-
ing seats to Members-elect to the House
in which such allegations were acted
upon by our predecessors many Con-
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gresses ago. Since then, there has been
acquiescence in the social and economic
mores that have produced the closed
society in many States that has been
carried through their political institu-
tions. In a sense, we are being called
upon here today to pass judgment not
just on the individual election contests
before us today, but on the entire fabric
of a system that has existed since be-
fore most of us were born. Itisa system
that none of us helped to shape, growing
out of a terrible civil conflict and harsh
Reconstruction period which left terri-
ble scars on the conscience of our Nation,
scars that are still visible here today.

Mr. Speaker, the verdict of history is
harsh because of the neglect of the con-
stitutional rights of our Negro citizens.
Over the years, they have been denied
equal opportunity to education, employ-
ment, travel, dignity, and the economic
benefits of a rising standard of living
enjoyed by other Americans. They have
been subjected to economic reprisal,
threats, violence, and death for attempts
to exercise their basic rights of citizen-
ship that many Americans take for
granted. [

It was almost 100 years after the Civil
War before Congress faced up to its
responsibilities by enacting the Civil
Rights Act of 1957. In the past 8 years,
we have enacted other laws to try to
remove the stain of history in the treat-
ment of our Negro citizens—the Civil
Rights Act of 1960, the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, and the Voting Rights Act this
year. I am proud of my votes for these
and other related economic measures—
milestones of human progress to help
right grievous wrongs of past genera-
tions.

In this bipartisan effort, we are all in-
debted to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER], chairman
of the Judiciary Committee and dean of
this House, who piloted these bills
through the House; to the genileman
from Ohio [Mr. McCurLocH], the rank-
ing minority member of the committee;
and to the leadership in this historiec
effort. exhibited by the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts, whom
we have elected Speaker of the House.

In terms of the present election con-
test, the Voting Righis Act of 1965—
Public Law 89-110—is most significant.
The majority report of the House Ad-
ministration: Committee clearly states
the legal framework under which this
case has been considered:

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 is now the
law of the land, in full force and effect. The
committee is cognizant of the fact that the
allegeéd practices complained of by the con-
testants in the 1964 Mississippl elections
would constitute violations of the new act
if occurring subsequent to its enactment.
There is now clear and adequate legal au-
thority for the Federal Government to pro-
tect the rights of voters and to assure'the

right of all citizens to become registered
voters (p. 4, H. Rept. No. 1008).

The committee majority continues by un-
equivocally stating: “We want to make clear
that the herein action recommended by this
committee should not be interpreted as con-
doning any disenfranchisement of any voters
in the 1964 elections or in previous elections.
Nor does the committee mean to imply by
its recommendation of dismissal of these
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contests that the House cannot take actlon
to vacate seats of sitting Members. In the
view of the committee, the House should
make every effort to scrutinize with great
care all future elections. If evidence of vio-
lations of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is
presented to the House, we are confident that
1t will be fully investigated and appropriate
action taken (p. 5, H. Rept. No. 1008).

It is clear then, Mr. Speaker, that

members of the House Administration
Committee, who are responsible for the
handling of contested election cases
view the enactment of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 as a “watershed” in the his-
tory of such cases alleging disenfran-
chisement of Negroes or other citizens.
The record of this debate, whatever the
outcome on the pending resolution, will
constitute a clear precedent that the
House of Representatives will no longer
tolerate electoral practices in any State
or district which violate the legal or
constitutional rights of citizens to regis-
ter, vote, or to become candidates for
office. So long as I am a Member of this
House, I intend to make certain that
this precedent is carried forward in any
future election or election contest.
- Having made this extremely important
precedent involving future elections, the
House must then decide what must be
done in the case before us which in-
volves alleged violations occurring dur-
ing the 1964 Mississippi elections, prior
to the enactment of the new Voting
Rights Act. The report of the commit-
tee lists the many considerations which
have been taken into aceount. On sev-
eral of the points there is general agree-
ment;:

First. That the committee considered
the question of due process—the rights
of the contestants as well as the rights
of the challengers:

This committee is dedicated to the preser-
vation: of the American tradition of due
process, In the instant case, there is con-
cern that either outright dismissal of the
challenge or unseating of the present Missis-
slppl delegation would violate this precept
(p. 2, H. Rept. No. 1008).

Second. That the committee realized
that the case was not one that followed
the usual pattern of contested election
cases: i

The instant case is a complex one. There
was delay in obtaining copiles of the deposl-
tions and testimony filed by the contestants
(exceeding 3,000 printed pages) (p. 3, H:
Rept. No. 1008),

“Third. That the committee recognized
the wvalidity of the official Mississippi
election returns certified in the presi-
dential, senatorial, and congressional
elections of November 3, 1964, and that
it took into account the House action on
January 4, 1965, in authorizing the
Speaker to administer the oath of office
to the five Mississippi Members-elect,
based on valid certificates of election
properly filed with the Clerk of the
House.

Many of us who serve on the House
Administration Committee were con-
cerned over the delay in having the case
formally referred to the committee for
consideration. The uncertainties over
what portion of the voluminous number
of depositions filed in support of the con-
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testants’ case should be printed for re-
ferral to the committee revealed the
need for improving our methods and pro-
cedure in handling of future' election
contests. I and a number of our col-
leagues met on numerous occasions with
the Clerk of the House in an attempt to
resolve the impasse, finally resulting in
the printing, in five volumes, of all such
depositions and documents relative to
the case. Even those which were clearly
not in full compliance with existing
statutes  were finally printed and re-
ferred to the committee.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
committee, in its report, adopted as its
first recommendation that remedial ac-
tion be taken in this regard:

That the House Administration Commit-
tee, because of its concern over present
House procedures governing election con=-
tests, undertake a thorough review of such
procedures in the light of this case and make
recommendations for improving and clari-
fying them so as to deal more expeditiously
with such cases In the future, particularly
those involving violations of the Voting
Rights Act of 1966.

. Attention is again called to the specific
reference to the Voting Rights Act of
1965, the watershed principle which we
are affirming by precedent in the House
today. ILintend to press for the full im-
plementation of this important recom-
mendation within the House Administra-
tion Committee because of the far-reach-
ing guarantees it would provide both
sitting members and contestants in fu-
ture election cases.

We will soon vote on the pending reso-
lution in the Mississippi case. All of us
have grave questions; which we /have
asked ourselves in making our decision.
I would like to share some of mine with
you.

Would due process be served in at-
tempting to correct almost 100 years of
acknowledged wrong to our Negro eiti-
zens in Mississippi and other States by
applying House precedents created dur-
ing the stormy Reconstruction Congress-
es, whose harsh enactments helped: ere-
ate and foster the closed society, which
over the years is responsible for these
injustices?

Would due process be served in refer-
ring this case back to the committee for
more deliberate action, including. full
hearings which would mean further de-
lay and inconvenience to both the sitting
Members and the contestants to decide
this case on laws and practices that have
now been rendered moot by the enact-
ment of the Voting Rights Act of 1965?

Would the dismissal of this case be
wrongly interpreted in Mississippi as
condoning such practices, in view .of
the clear language of the commitiee
report, the precedent being made in this
debate today, and the dissemination of
its meaning through the public media
stating in clear terms that such practices
will no longer be tolerated by the House
of Representatives?

Would possible eventual unseating of
the present Mississippi delegation con-
tribute toward an improvement of the
soecial, economiec, and responsible politi-
cal climate in that State, already torn
by violence, bitterness, and racial con-
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flict? Should we in the House base our
consideration of this case in such terms?

Would the precedent created here by
refusal to dismiss this contest brought
by persons not legal candidates—in the
strict sense in that they did not appear
on the ballot—open a Pandora’s box, sub-
jecting all Members of the House to pos-
sible frivolous contests brought by per-
sons or groups on the lunatic fringe?
Could a rash of such contests disrupt
and paralyze the orderly business of the
House?

Is not the cause of justice and the
reestablishment of constitutional guar-
antees of all citizens to register, vote, and
become candidates for office better served
by affirming this watershed precedent,
relying on the full powers of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 and the action of the
90th Congress and future Congresses to
make certain that illegal or unconstitu-
tional electoral practices are never again
tolerated?

All of these difficult and searching
questions and many more, Mr. Speaker,
have tormented our minds and con-
sciences as we struggle for the vision, the
wisdom, and the courage to render, as
we must, our judgment in this case. We
realize that we cannot base our decision
on strictly legal grounds, nor' strictly on
House precedents, nor on moral grounds
alone. All are integral parts of this case.
Whatever the action’ may be on the
pending resolution, there can be no real
winner or loser in any meaningful sense
so far as the individual parties on either
side of this contest are concerned. We
must look more broadly.

All of us are'the losers, Mr. Speaker.
The type of electoral practices which
have taken place in Mississippi and other
States in 1964 and for many génerations
have robbed some of our people of basic
rights of citizenship. This has, in turn,
undermined the rights of all citizens and
weakened our system of representative
government at a time when we are en-
gaged in a world struggle for survival
with a hostile, totalitarian force.

The only winners in what we finally
decide today can be the long-disenfran-
chised citizens of Mississippi and other
States. They must take full advantage
of the legal guarantees of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 by registering to vote
and by voting on election day. I am
confident that the act is and will be fully
enforced by the appropriate Federal au-
thorities.' I am likewise certain that the
Members of the House, as has been made
clear here today, will make certain that
elections and election contests will here-
after be judged on the basis of the full
compliance with the provisions of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Mr. Speaker, looking ahead in full
confidence that the people of Mississippi
will avail themselves of the right of fran-
chise and choose wisely, and because of
my faith in the future of representative
government everywhere, I will vote for
the committee resolution to dismiss the
pending case.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California [Mr. Lipscoms] is recog-

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker,
have one speaker left on our side.

we
will
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the distinguished gentleman from Texas
yield time now?

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS].

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I
rise as a member of the House Commit-
tee on Administration as well as one of
the few Members of this House who is an
alumnus of the University of Mississippi.
I enjoyed my year of study in Mississippi
very much and my remarks today are
therefore not directed at any Member of
this House.

I want to take this opportunity to join
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Hawgins] in expressing my appreciation
to the distinguished chairman of our
committee, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BurLeEsoN] for the fairminded way
in which he has handled this matter.

My position on this issue, Mr. Speaker,
is not complicated. It is very simple.
It is as stated in the minority report,
which I signed—that the House should
not support the final and summary dis-
posal of the challenge to the election of
the five Members of the House from
Mississippi. Why? Because the House
Committee on Administration has not in
fact conducted adequate public hearings
on the merits of this case. We are all
aware of the systematic disenfranchise-
ment of Negro voters in the State of
Mississippi. To fail to conduct ade-
quate public hearings on this matter
seems to me therefore to do violence to
commonsense; to do violence to the basic
principles of the Constitution of the
United States and to do violence as well,
and finally, to the dignity and to the in-
tegrity of this House of Representatives
which we all love. We should have ade-
quate public hearings on the merits of
this case, and I hope therefore, Mr.
gpeaker. that we recommit this resolu-

on.

Mr, LTIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
to the ranking minority member of the
elections subcommittee, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GoobpeLL] to close
debate.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I tooam
sorry that there is not more time for
debate under this procedure. This is not
the fault of any individual because the
rules of the House provide for 1 hour of
debate.

We are in many respects here asked to
exercise the wisdom of Solomon. There
are human rights involved. There are
congressional rights involved. Certainly
the whole issue of due process is involved
in our decision today.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Ryan] made the statement that if we
dismiss this contest, in the future a con-
testant will have to prove that it would
have made a difference in the election if
the discrimination alleged did not occur.

As a matter of legislative history, I
want to deny this from my point of view.
I think it is important in any future con-
test that there be no confusion about this
issue. Some Members have been decry-
ing the committee report. I say to them,
I believe in the future, you will not be
decrying it, you will be invoking the lan-
guage of the committee report and the
legislative history we are writing today.
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When we bring issues before the Congress
of the United States of the momentous
importance of this issue, certainly they
must be brought with due process.

We are clearly saying here that as a
matter of legislative history, no candi-
dates who do not avail themselves of the
proper procedures can be heard. We are
clearly saying that prospective candi-
dates who want to get on the ballot but
do not, so that there are no candidates
in opposition in an election had better
avail themselves of existing legal reme-
dies in the courts. We are clearly say-
ing that where they did not go to the
courts, and where they had the power to
go to the courts and get relief and get on
the ballots, if they were denied the right
to go on the ballot for unconstitutional
or illegal reasons, we will not give those
contestants standing as a matter of due
process before the Committee on House
Administration or the full House.

Those who are contesting here did not
avail themselves of the legal remedies
available to them to get on the ballot. If
they had, or if anyone had, there would
have been an issue here. But these al-
leged contestants are asking us to over-
turn an election at their request when
they did not even avail themselves of the
procedure to make a contest of it in the
State of Mississippi. We have a clear
legislative history here today that the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 will be con-
sidered in the future in conjunction with
the power of this Congress to unseat
Members. We have a clear legislative
history that the Committee on House
Administration and the House of Repre-
sentatives will scrutinize most carefully
the future elections, and we have a com-
mitment clearly in the legislative his-
tory that we will revise our election con-
test procedures, so that the rights of all
contestants and Members of Congress
will be protected in the future.

In striving to exereise, in our poor, fu-
tile, mortal way, the wisdom of Solomon
today, I believe, on balance, that justice
will be done, and will only be done, if we
dismiss the election contest and adopt
the resolution before us today. I so urge
my colleagues.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman from California [Mr. Cor-
MAN] 1 minute.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
the resolution.

There is no doubt that a substantial
majority of the House understands and
supports the 15th amendment to the
Constitution. We demonstrated this
when we enacted the voting rights bill
giving the executive branch broad pow-
ers of enforcement.

Yet, this resolution rejects an oppor-
tunity—more immediate, more effica-
cious than any legislation—to stop racial
discrimination in the election of Mem-
bers of this House.

The Constitution gives us final judg-
ment on eligibility of our Members.
This most certainly dictates that we
go beyond mere formalities and weigh
carefully the substantive question as to
the quality of the election which pur-
ports to establish eligibility for member-
ship.
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It is true that the machinery of the
Federal Government is now being used
to prevent recurrence of the situation
existing in 1964 in Mississippi. The
news that many white Mississippians
are cooperating is encouraging.

But how quickly they would all co-
operate if this House concluded that it
would seat Members only when they
were elected under circumstances con-
sistent with the 15th amendment.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILBERT].

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the proposed motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, I support the minority
views on House Resolution 585, opposing
final and summary disposal of the Mis-
sissippi election contests.

I support the motion to recommit the
resolution for further consideration by
the committee in order that adequate
public hearings may be held to allow
Members and the public to have the op-
portunity to evaluate and judge all the
facts in the proper light and atmos-
phere.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the remainder of the time to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DENT].

Mr. DENT. Mr, Speaker, in the be-
ginning there was a question, sometime
during the interim there was a study, and
in the end there is a resolution. That is
what we are now considering.

Whether we should follow the advice
of the minority that we talk for days,
weeks, or months, or whether we should
sum it up in a few minutes, it still gets
down to the same principle.

The principle is that all of us, both
those holding the minority viewpoint and
those holding the majority viewpoint,
recognize that some things happen in a
particular State and in certain congres-
sional districts which are not peculiar to
those congressional districts nor to that
particular State or region. Throughout
the years since I can remember in my
rather long life and participation in
politics, there has been a question of dis-
enfranchisement and of fraud here and
there, When I was a young man in a
small coal mining town, a different type
of fraud was involved. It was nota fraud
perpetrated because of color; it was
fraud perpetrated because of a lack of
knowledge of the language. As a young
man I can remember talk of how they
voted in a little barbershop in the coal
mining towns. A ballot box was set on
the table that had no top. As each in-
dividual miner came in to vote, his ballot
dropped down to the cellar, where the
foreman for the mining company ad-
justed it to suit the purpose.

I can remember in the town of New
Kensington, in a case before the superior
court, the superior court judge said in
his findings in that particular contest
that it had been proven in that district
that they did not count the ballots; they
merely weighed the boxes.

Throughout the history there has been
fraud. But in this particular case the
Members of Congress who are sitting here
as Members from Mississippl are not be-
ing challenged as to their seats. There
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is nothing in the minority views that
states that these men shall not be seated
as Members of Congress. The only differ-
ence is in the degree of the study to be
made of that which happened in Missis-
sippi. I was one of the Members who
voted not to seat these Members at the
beginning, but to withhold now the dis-
missal of the case against them would
be an injustice and would be unfair to
these Members now serving as accepted
Members of this House.

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Speaker, when we
took the oath of office to support the
Constitution of the United States, we un-
dertook a sacred national obligation.
The present contest cases to vacate the
seats of five Congressmen from Missis-
sippi and to hold new elections requires
us to face the responsibility which the
U.S. Constitution imposes upon us.
These contest cases tests the integrity of
the entire House, which, under the Con-
stitution, is made the sole judge of its
membership. It also tests the integrity
of each one of us.

These contest cases are based on the
deliberate and unconstitutional disen-
franchisement of almost one-half of the
population of the State of Mississippi
who were excluded from voting, solely
because of their race, by brutality, in-
timidation, fraud, terror, and murder.
The pattern and practice of disenfran-
chising Negroes in Mississippi cannot be
denied by anyone. It has been proven
time and time again, in case after case
in the courts. It has been fully docu-
mented by the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, by the Department of Justice, by
judicial decisions, and by the Congress
itself,. As all of us know, the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, which the President
signed just a month ago on August 6, was
the congressional acknowledgment of
this need and a recognition of the wide-
spread discrimination in voting based on
race.

This House has the responsibility when
the validity of an election of a Congress-
man is presented to us, to determine
whether that election was free, fair, and
open to the whole body of legal electors.
The very life of government in a democ-
racy is based upon the freedom and pu-
rity of its elections. If the citizenry is
disenfranchised in the choice of its rep-
resentatives, the very heart of represent-
ative government decays.

I say to my colleagues that this is a
matter of integrity. We cannot be faith-
ful to our trust if we do not face the
issue of whether the Congressmen whose
elections are here challenged were sent
to this House as a result of a tainted
election.

This is not the first time that this
issue has been before the House. There
have been 43 election contests in which
the House of Representatives, from the
40th Congress through the 56th Con-
gress—1867 through 1901—has unseated
a Congressman because Negro citizens
were excluded from the election. These
43 cases involved Congressmen from 14
States. In each case the House, over
a period of 34 years, without regard to
whether the individual contested Con-
gressman had any part in the disen-
franchisement, cleansed its rolls by un-
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seating the beneficiary of the tainted
election and ordering new elections.

I have no personal animosity against
any of the five Members whose election is
now being contested; but none of us can
shrink from fulfilling our responsibility
to this House and to the Nation now
that the contest has squarely been
brought to the House.

There are some who say that the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 is sufficient to alle-
viate the wrongs committed against the
Negroes of Mississippi. They are wrong.
Even if the act succeeds in its purpose,
even if all eligible Negroes will be able
to register, even if all registrants will be
able to cast their votes in the election,
and even if all the votes they cast will
be fairly and fully counted, that will not
correct the great evil caused by the dis-
enfranchisements in the 1964 Mississippi
elections.

The Voting Rights Act, however, has
not yet succeeded. Negroes are still being
intimidated from registering. They will
endure even greafer intimidation when
they seek to vote. The enforcement of
the Voting Act will require extensive liti-
gation and long delay, whereas the un-
seating of an illegally elected representéa-
tive will make it crystal clear to the State
that it must accord full voting rights to
all its citizens, if it desires to have rep-
resentation in this House.

The House must, for the sake of the
Nation's integrity, vote to unseat the five
Mississippi Congressmen whose elections
have been challenged in these cases, and
to order the holding of new elections by
all the people of Mississippi to fill the
vacated seats. To do less would be un-
faithful to our trust.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I support House Resolution 585,
the resolution to dismiss the contest of
election of the Congressmen from the
State of Mississippi.

Thoughtful, reasonable citizens all
over the country will, I am confident,
also support this resolution in confirm-
ing that the sitting Mississippi delega-
tion has full right and entitlement to
seats in this House of Representatives.

I note that Members opposed to the
resolution argue that the issue ought to
be settled on its merits rather than on
the basis of who it is that brings the
question to the attention of the House.

The argument is devious. Evidently it
is an attempt to divert attention from
the nature of this issue in a way which
is inconsistent with reasonable legisla-
tive process.

The fact is that in support of this
resolution none of the arguments of the
majority of the House Administration
Committee have had to do with who
brings the case to our attention. They
are directed to the merits of the issue.

The committee has properly and thor-
oughly consulted the history of the House
of Representatives to ascertain what
precedents apply in this case.

The committee has correctly con-
cluded that it is the Supreme Court and
not the House of Representatives which
is the appropriate body to pass upon the
legal controversies arising out of charges
that disenfranchisement may occur in
any election.
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At the heart of the issue is whether
the election in point was an official elec~-
tion or not. And it is a fact that the
congressional and presidential election
of November 3, 1964, in Mississippi were
conducted on the basis of Mississippi
and Federal election laws which have
not been set aside by the decision of any
court of competent jurisdiction.

The committee’s study of the issue
shows that even if any disenfranchise-
ment had been shown, it is doubtful that
it would have actually affected the out-
come of the November 1964 election in
any of the Mississippi districts.

There is no substantial disagreement
with the point that the Constitution
gives to the House of Representatives
itself the jurisdiction over the claim and
right to a seat in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

It is important to note that the House,
rather than simply ignore the claim of
the contestants, put the issue to a vote
on January 4, 1965. And by a vote of
276 to 149 the House authorized the
Speaker to administer the oath of office
to the five Mississippi representatives on
the basis of the valid certificates of elec-
tion for each of the five which were on
file in the office of the Clerk of the
House.

This action established the prima facie
right of each of the five to his seat in
this body, and it recognized the right of
each to perform the constitutional duties
of his office.

In that action the House also recog
nized that the contestants did not cha.l-
lenge their alleged exclusion from the
ballot before the election was held, and
furthermore, did not attempt to chal-
lenge the issuance of the certificates of
election in Federal district court follow-
ing the election.

Apparently we can anticipate now that
the supporters of this contest will pro-
claim wide and far around the country
that their effort is being turned back
by the House because of who the con-
testants are rather than on the basis of
the merits of the case.

And in today’s atmosphere of emo-
tionalism and a kind of super-righteous-
ness which sometimes lets high feeling
obscure the significant facts, we can ex-
pect that their position will be accepted
to some degree.

It is my hope that in this case, as with
all such cases where high feeling is a
factor, reasonable men will take precau-
tions to inform themselves before reach-
ing conclusions.

I commend the work of the House
Administration Committee in this mat-
ter and I urge adoption of the resolution.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to take this opportunity to express my
opposition to the adoption of House Res-
olution 585, providing for the dismissal
of the five Mississippi election contests
and declaring that these Members are
cblg(liy elected to their seats in this august

y.

I cannot see how the House Adminis-
tration Committee can come to the con-
clusion that these Members were legally
elected when many citizens of that State
did not have the opportunity to take part
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in the elections to express their choice as
to who is to represent them in Congress.

The authorities of Mississippi have
taken a Janus-like attitude in their elec-
tion procedures. As a whole, we exhort
all of our citizens to take as great a part
in our elections as is possible, yet on the
other hand devious methods have been
used to disenfranchise many thousands
of American citizens from exercising
their right to cast a ballot.

Because of the flagrant violations of
the provisions of the 15th amendment to
the  Constitution, this Congress was
forced to take action and to pass legisla-
tion to provide for voting rights to many
citizens who were denied them by actions
of election officials in many States.

Many needless hours were spent in im-
plementing the provisions of this 15th
amendment when all this could have been
avoided if certain authorities would have
adhered to the explicit directive embodied
in that amendment.

I bear no animosity to any Member of
the Mississippi congressional delegation.
I do, however, challenge the method of
their election to the House of Represent-
atives.

It is my honest opinion that the elec-
tions were not lawfully conducted under
the prineciples of our Constitution, which
is the basic law of this country.

This honorable body is to represent all
of the citizens of the United States, re-
gardless of race, color, or creed. The
gentlemen from Mississippi were elected
by the white citizens, with only a small
minority of Negro citizens being per-
mitted to cast a ballot. Under these
circumstances, they do not truly repre-
sent the citizens of the State of Mis-
sissippi.

I say it with pride that this House of
Representatives is the most represent-
ative legislative body of any in the world.
Our citizens have a multiple choice of
candidates when they arrive at the polls
to cast their vote. This is unlike many
other countries where there is only a
single slate of candidates and no other
choice is permitted. Even under those
conditions, when the election results are
never in doubt, up to 99 percent of the
eligible voters take part in an election.

In the present instance, we have seen
every method used fo stifle the will of the
people by denying certain people to cast
a ballot. Yet how many of our Nation’s
170 million people have taken a volce in
protest of this disenfranchisement?

Can you imagine what a hue and cry
would garise if, in an election year, the
authorities would proclaim that only
Democrats could vote? Or, in another
State, only Republicans could cast bal-
lots.! Yet, in this instance, it is an anal-
ogous situation changed only to a white
and black race participation.

One of the most effective methods
used in Mississippi to deny the right of
voting is contained in the words of the
Mississippi Constitution which requires
that an applicant “be able to read and
write any section of the constitution of
the State and give a reasonable interpre-
tation thereof to the county registrar.”
This provision permitted the county reg-
istrars to disenfranchise nearly every
Negro who appeared for registration, by
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strict enforcement of the clause in the
constitution. On the other hand, he
could, if he so desired, permit whites to
register without reference to the word-
ing in the constitution.

If we are to be fair in our dealings
with the citizens of the United States,
this House should vote down the dis-
missal of the challenge of the Mississippi
Freedom Democratic Party and refer
this resolution back to the House Ad-
ministration Committee for full and
open hearings on the legality of the elec-
tion of the present Mississippi congres-
sional delegation.

As I said before, I have no personal
fight with any of the present members
of the Mississippi delegation, but if their
election was' in accordance with just
procedures they should have no hes-
itancy in bringing out the facts into the
open.

I shall suppori a motion to recommit
this resolution to the House Administra-
tion Committee, if one is presented, so
that open hearings on the entire ques-
tion could be conducted by the commit-
tee and all the evidence can be spread
upon the record.

If there was no illegality in the elec-
tion of the present membership of the
Mississippi delegation to this Congress,
they should be the first to step forward
in support of an opening hearing on this
matter, to remove, once and forever,
any suggestion of taint or fraud under
which they now hold their seats.

This country fights throughout the
world to protect the rights of citizens
of other countries and to permit self-de-
termination for them. Buf we neglect
our own backyard if we allow certain
citizens to cast a ballot and bar others
from doing the same.

Mr, Speaker, in justice to all the cit-
izens of Mississippi, let the facts become
known in open hearings on this subject
we have before us. In conscience, I must
vote against the passage of the resolu-
tion, and hope it is recommitted for fur-
ther study with open hearings.

Mr., BINGHAM, Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed to dismissal of the challenge
to the seats of the incumbent Members
from Mississippi. My opposition is based
on the fact that there are a substantial
number of serious and important ques-
tions which are as yet unresolved and
which I believe deserve resolution by this
Congress. Dismissal of the challenge on
the basis of the majority report of the
Committee on House Administration and
on the basis of the record which has been
made in this case is inconsistent with the
need to bring order out of the chaos that
now exists and which would be per-
petuated by adoption of the majority re-
port at this time.

Virtually all of our attention has thus
far been focused on the question of the
precise implications of the challenge
procedure of the United States Code. In
my judgment, this inquiry must be viewed
in a much broader context. First, it is
apparent that there was, in fact, massive
disfranchisement of Negro voters in Mis-
sissippi elections in 1964. Second, we do
have the responsibility under the Consti-
tution to pass on disputes involving elec-
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tion of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. 3

I have examined the House precedents
in election dispute questions and find no
compelling judgment which flows from
them. In fact, there appears to be prece-
dents supporting each side of both the
procedural and the substantive issues in-
volved in this proceeding. T have also
read carefully the majority report and
have discussed this matter with several of
our colleagues and still find several vital
questions unanswered. I cannot, in good
conscience, support any proposal to re-
solve this matter adverse to the chal-
lengers while these questions are un-
answered.

Foremost among the questions which
are critical to a full and fair resolution
of this controversy is the problem of
procedure for challenging the election of
a Member where there have been massive
violations of the constitutional rights of
voters. If as the majority contends, the
challenge procedure is inapplicable, then
what procedure would be available? In
the event there is no established proce-
dure, does this not suggest that the Con-
gress has provided no means for dis-
charging its constitutional responsibili-
ties to resolve disputes involving the elec-
tion of its Members?

- It 'has been suggested that there are
other procedures available by which
these disputes could have been brought
before the House of Representatives,
such as filing a memorial. If this is true,
why should the House not apply these
procedures despite the technical differ-
ences between the forms issued by the
challengers and the nicety of language
which might have evoked an alternative
procedure?

I am aware of the concern of many of
our colleagues that it would be potential-
ly unwise to permit unlimited use of the
challenge and deposition procedure. I
agree that such unlimited use would be
unwise; it might, for example, permit ex-
treme rightwing individuals and groups
to harass liberal Congressmen after their
election. However, to permit the present
challenges to be considered on the merits
would not be a precedent for urlimited
use of the challenge procedure. For, as
the minority report states, the present
circumstances are very special, involving
as they do an illegal denial of the op-
portunity to be a candidate. In effect, if
the minority views were accepted, this
House would be saying that a contestant
is one who either appeared on the ballot
or who, but for unconstitutional State
action, would have appeared on the bal-
lot as a rival candidate.

I am also aware of several issues raised
by the majority report which at first
glance seem to support its position.
However, I do not believe that, on the
record made to date, these issues can
reasonably be resolved in support of the
motion to dismiss. For example, there
is the claim that the contestants did not
take any legal steps to undo the State
action excluding them from the ballot or
to attempt to enjoin the issuance of the
certificates of election. I believe there
should be further discussion and exami-
nation of this fact, particularly in the
light of House precedents which indicate
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that court actions are not binding on this
House in election disputes.

Similarly, I have examined the record
which indicates that in the extralegal
elections conducted by the Mississippi
Freedom Democratic Party, the contest-
ants received fewer votes than the con-
testee Congressmen received in the
State-conducted  balloting. Although
this appears to bear on the question of
whether the results would have been
different in the absence of illegal dis-
crimination against Negro voters and
candidates, I believe that far more evi-
dence would be required to sustain any
conclusion contrary to the interests of
the contestants. For example, the moti-
vation of people to vote in an extralegal
election is obviously low and the access to
public media which would have been
available to a legally sanctioned candi-
date might well create a significantly
higher vote in that candidates’ behalf.

In addition to the aforementioned
problems, all left unresolved by the ma-
jority report, there are further problems
which I believe are essential to any final
disposition of this controversy, but there
is no need to itemize them.

The report is far from eclear as to the
basis for the recommended dismissal. I
am somewhat comforted by this fact, be-
cause it means that the majority report
of the committee does not establish a
binding precedent adverse to a future
challenge based on systematic and illegal
diserimination against voters and candi-
dates.

Under all the circumstances here pres-
ent, I believe these cases should be re-
turned to the committee with instruc-
tions to hold public hearings and issue a
report based on the merits of the chal-
lenges.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I do
not agree that the challenge brought by
the Mississippi Freedom Democratic
Party should be dismissed. I do not
agree with the recommendation of the
House Committee on Administration and
I will not vote to support it.

I do not see how it is possible to over-
look or condone or accept the fact that in
this last election the Negro citizens of
Mississippi, who represent 42 percent of
that State’s voting age population, were
systematically disenfranchised and de-
prived of their legitimate rights.
© The 15th amendment to the Constitu-
tion is unmistakably clear that no citi-
zen's right to vote 'shall be denied or
abridged on account of his race or the
color of his skin. But the figures show
that at the time of this election, only
28,000, or 6 percent, of the eligible
Negroes had been permitted to register.
In Clarke County, for example, with
nearly 3,000 Negroes of voting age, only
1 Negro had actually been registered.

The 14th amendment is equally clear
that if the right to vote is denied or
abridged, the basis of representation
shall be proportionately reduced. But
the committee’s action takes no cog-
nizance of this constitufional safeguard
or of its flagrant disregard.

M. Speaker, earlier this year we passed
a historic bill to sweep away the re-
maining obstacles and restrictions to full
voting rights. We passed this bill in the
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belief that the right to vote was a corner-
stone of democracy; that it was an essen-
tial element of our form of representative
government which must be defended and
se

But where is the consistency in pass-
ing such a bill and in turn denying this
challenge today? I cannot find it in the
statute books. I cannot find it in the
spirit of our law. And I cannot find it in
the facts of this case.

I agree with the committee on one
point: the House should make every effort
to scrutinize all future elections with
great care. But this certainly does not
speak to the case before us today. It cer-
tainly is far from a sufficient response to
the injustice which has occurred. For
the fact is that more than 400,000 Ne-
groes were kept from the polls in this last
election.  How many of them actually
would have voted is problematical. But
that they were purposely and effectively
kept from the registration booths is be-
yond question.

Mr. Speaker, I am firmly opposed to
dismissing this challenge, particularly on
the technicality on which the committee
bases its action. I believe that we should,
and I urge that we do, defeat this resolu-
tion and return it to the committee for
full public hearings and a decision based
on the merits of the case. Only in this
way can we insure that all of the citizens
of Mississippi—white and Negro alike—
are accorded their proper, basic, and
constitutional right of participating in
the selection of their representatives in
this great House of all the people.

Mr, FRASER. - Mr, Speaker, the is
now under discussion is without doubt
one of the most important actions the
89th Congress will take. The challenge
to the Representatives from the State
of Mississippi is not only an internal
question affecting the prerogatives of
the House, but is a fundamental issue
dealing with the right of all Americans
to participate freely in the election of
their representatives.

I do not believe that this body has
given adequate consideration to all the
questions posed by the challenge and for
this reason I oppose the motion to dis-
miss the charges.

I believe that the challenge should be
referred back to the House Administra~
tion Committee for additional hearings.
Such hearings should more carefully ex=-
amine the elections being contested and
not just the question of whether the con-
testants had legal standing to bring
their challenge. As the minority views
of the report on House Resolut.ion 584
state:

Neither the precedents nor the raquire-
ment that only an opposition candidate can
contest an election of a Member of the House
were established to prevent contests under
present cimumstanpes.

Such a requirement, in my opinion,
was almost impossible to meet in view
of the widespread discrimination in
Mississippi - and the actions of its
officials.

For these reasons, I urge the recom-
mittal of the challenge to the House
Administration Committee for open
hearings.
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Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, these
contested election cases are most im-
portant. I strongly support the reso-
lution now pending. As a member of
the Elections Subcommittee of the Ad-
ministrations Committee of the House of
Representatives, I have looked into
this matter carefully and painstakingly.
I feel that it should be clear and beyond
a shadow of a doubt that the statutes
under which these contests were brought
are not available to the contestants. It
should be made crystal clear that in a
contest for the seat of a Member of the
House of Representatives, under the
statutes, the contestant must have been
a legal candidate in the election contest
for the seat. The statutes under which
these contestants are proceeding do not
provide that a person not a party to an
election contest is eligible to challenge
an election under the statutes. Of
course, there are other avenues open
such as a resolution by a Member or a
petition to the Congress.

I am convineed that the overwhelming
majority of the subcommittee is in ac-
cord with the sentiments I have just
expressed.

On January 19, 1965, this House passed
the following resolution:

Whereas James R. Frankenberry, a resi-
dent of the city of Bronxville, N.¥Y., in the
Twenty-fifth Congressional District thereof,
has served notice of contest upon Richard
L. Oftinger, the returned Member of the
House from said district, of his purpose to
contest the election of sald Richard L. Ot-
tinger; and

Whereas it does not appear that sald James
R. Frankenberry was a candidate for election
to the House of Representatives from the
Twenty-fifth Congressional District of the
State of New York, at the election held No-
vember 3, 1964: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives does not regard the sald James R.
Frankenberry as a person competent to bring
a contest for a seat in the House and his no-
tice of contest, served upon the sitting
Member, Richard L. Ottinger, is hereby dis-
missed.

In 1940, there was a Blmlla'.r contest
wherein one Miller was a candidate for
the House of Representatives in Ohio
against Representative Kmwan in the
primary.... Our beloved colleague, Mr,
Kmrwan was nominated and his oppo-
nent was not a candidate in the general
election but attempted to contest the
seat. The contest was disposed of by the
House in 1941 by resolution reported in
the ConNGRESSIONAL RECORD, 1941, volume
87, part 1, page 101. The proceedings
in the House at that time read as follows:

H. Res, 54

Whereas Locke Miller, a resident of the
city of Youngstown, Ohio, in the Nineteenth
Congressional - District thereof, has served
notice of contest upon Michael J. Kirwan,
the returned Member of the House from said
district, of his purpose to contest the elec-
tion of said Michael J. Kirwan; and
~ Whereas It does not appear that sald Locke
Miller was a candidate for election to the
House of Representatives from the Nine-
teenth Congressional District of the State of
Ohio, at the election of November 5, 1940, but
was a candidate for the Democratic nomina-
tion from said district at the primary elec-
tion held in sald district at which Michael
J. Eirwan was chosen as the Democratic
nominee: Therefore be it
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Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives does not regard the said Locke Miller
as a person competent to bring a contest for
a seat in the House and his notice of con-
test, served upon the sitting Member,
Michael J. Kirwan, is hereby dismissed; and
no petition or other paper relating to the
subject matter contained in this resolution
shall be received by the House, or enter-
tained in any way whatever.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was lald on the
table.

Mr. Speaker, these two cases are on
all fours with the cases now before us.
They are precedents that must and
should be controlling. For this House
to hold otherwise would be a travesty
upon justice and in disregard of the law.
The statute in question does not open
up to anyone or any number of individ-
uals for good or bad reasons the right
to proceed under the statute to contest
the election of any Member of the House
but is confined exclusively to legitimate
and legal contestants in the elections
and rightly so.

In these cases, the sitting Members
have been duly and legally elected under
the laws of the State of Mississippi. They
have been properly certified as the duly
elected candidates by the Governor of
the State of Mississippl. No fraud is
charged, no wrong-doing is laid at the
door of these Members. The contestants
were not legal and legitimate contestants
in the election. As a matter of fact, all
the contestants participated in the pri-
mary and in the general election. Three
of them were candidates in the primary
and under the law were legally and
morally bound to support the nominees
of the Democratic primary which, of
course, they have not done.

It is clear that the contestants are not
proper parties to contest the election of
these sitting Members from Mississippi.
The statute is not open to them and the
resolution should be unanimously ap-
proved.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I shall cast my vote against the
resolution to dismiss the five Mississippi
election contests. I do so with the deep
and abiding conviction that the pro-
cedures that have been employed in this
case by the Elections Subcommittee of
the House Administration Committee
have not afforded the contestants the op-
portunity to which they are entitled un-
der the statutes and under the prece-
dents of this House to a full and com-
plete hearing.

It is uncontroverted in the record here
today that the subcommittee held but
a single meeting from which the press
was barred, the public was barred, and
Members of the House Administration
Committee who did not serve on the
Elections Subcommittee were barred
from attending. I am deeply disturbed
at the implications carried by such proce-
dures. The House should have nothing
to hide in a matter of this kind, and I can
think of no reason in the world why this
should not have been a public hearing
and why the amount of time necessary
to completely go into all of the allega-
tions of the contestants should not have
been taken. I have consistently been
critical throughout this first session of
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the 89th Congress of the efforts by the
Democratic Party in the House to ram
through legislation with inadequate
hearings and with little or no oppor-
tunity given to the minority to even ex-
press their dissent or to offer perfect-
ing amendments.

In a somewhat different context, we
have witnessed once again here on the
floor of the House this afternoon this
same Democratic majority seek to ac-
complish the same objective with respect
to these election contests. I could not
condone such procedure in the case of a
bill involving the establishment of a Na-
tional Foundation for the Arts and Hu-
manities, which was the bill considered
on the floor of the House yesterday, nor
can I condone it with respect to the mat-
ter which is before us today.

In all candor, Mr. Speaker, I would
state that if the vote today were on the
Ryan resolution to oust all of the Mem-
bers of the Mississippi delegation from
their seats here in the House, I would
vote against it because I do not feel that
as one of the Members of this body
charged with the constitutional responsi-
bility of sitting in judgment upon their
right to hold their seats in this Congress
that the facts have been developed on
the public record which would entitle me
to make such a decision. However, by
the same token, Mr., Speaker, I do not
feel that the Elections Subcommittee has
conducted an adequate public hearing of
this matter which would entitle me as a
Member of this body today to vote to
completely dismiss the challenges that
have been filed.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Mississippi delegation to the Congress
has been duly elected to this body, certi-
fied as elected by their State, and previ-
ously seated at the outset of the session
by a vote of the House of Representa-
tives itself.

To honor the request of those who con-
test these elections would not serve to
gain representation for any person who
claims to have been disenfranchised in
the State of Mississippi but rather would
remove from this body all representa-
tion for all of the people of Mississippi.
It would be an act of retribution and a
vengeance rather than a remedial action.
Further, the outcome of not one of these
elections would be changed even if the
votes of all of those allegedly disen-
franchised were added into the total
vote. I, therefore, congratulate the com-
mittee for its recommendation that the
contests be dismissed, and urge that
House Resolution 585 be adopted by the
House.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, my
opposition to the resolution rests in sub-
stantial part on the same foundation
which supported my vote and argument
against dismissing the election contest
against the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OrTinger]. That conflict was dis-
missed when a majority of the House
voted to accept the contention of the
majority leader that the person bringing
the contest, not having been a candidate
for that seat himself, was not legally
competent to bring it. My arguments
and those of the majority leader and
others are set forth fully in the CoNGRES-
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s1oNAL ReEcorp for January 19, 1965, page
952 et seq.

In the present case, as in the Ottinger
case, the contention is being made that
the persons bringing the suit or contest-
ing these elections in Mississippi are not
legally competent to do so because they
were not themselves candidates in those
elections. I believe the decision the
House took in January in the Ottinger
case was erroneous and contrary to
statute. I believe the same argument
applies in the present case.

On January 19, I quoted the applicable
statute, 2 U.S.C. 201:

Whenever any person intends to contest
an election of any Member of the House of

Representatives of the United States he
shall—

The law clearly states “any person,”
not just a candidate, may bring suit to
contest an election for the House. It is
true that the House itself, under the
Constitution, is the sole judge of its own
membership and, in acting under this
overall authority, it may be argued that
the House in January, in the Ofttinger
case, overruled or rewrote, in effect, its
own statute., If this were the argument,
we would have to bow to the superior
forces that can be mustered by the
majority and let the matter go. But the
majority is not making this argument;
it continues to argue that a person must
have been a candidate to contest an
election for the House, an interpretation
which I strongly believe is incorrect and
contrary to both law and precedent. So,
in fact, the majority’s decision is a deci-
sion based on force of numbers and
wrought solely out of the strength of its
majority. This is rule by men, not law,
then; and I strongly believe that it is
wrong.

Consistent, then, with this view of
affairs, consistent with my vote in the
Ottinger case, and consistent with what
I believe to be the law as well as what is
right, I shall vote against the dismissal
of this resolution.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I

wish to express thanks to those in the
House of Representatives who have stood
by the members of our delegation
throughout this long ordeal. We have
made this fight with limited funds
against the heaviest kind of organized
pressures and pressure groups. The so-
called contestants have been well fi-
nanced. They have resorted to every
kind of misrepresentation, demagoguery
and innuendo to press this illegal chal-
lenge. In fact, it has not been a chal-
lenge, Mr. Speaker. It does not have the
first element of a challenge. It has been
nothing less than a well-organized pres-
sure effort to throw five duly elected
Members out of their rightful seats in
this body.
Mr. Speaker, I have not stolen any
votes. I am not charged with any fraud.
I am not charged with a violation of the
Corrupt Practices Act. In fact, I am
charged with nothing offensive to this
body or to my fellowman.

No charges are made that I or any
member of our delegation has failed to
comply with the election laws, State or
Federal. No one has challenged our
qualifications to properly represent our
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people, our State or our country. They
simply ask that we be thrown out on the
ground that someone else has allegedly
violated the election procedures. And
they have not proven this.

Oddly enough, Mr. Speaker, we were
not the only persons elected in Mississippi
on the election day last November.
Presidential electors were elected that
day. Their ballots were cast and counted
in this very Chamber for the Republican
nominee, They make no complaint about
that.

A U.S. Senator was elected in that
election. He was sworn and seated in
the Senate. They make no complaint
about that.

They make no claim to my seat, or to
those of my colleagues. What would be
gained, if their contest prevails and we
are thrown out of this body? Every
Mississippian would be a loser, including
the so-called contestants. But, oh yes,
these lawyers from New Jersey, New
York, and numerous other places—150 or
more in all—would become great heroes
among the experts in the creation of
chaos and confusion. That is their game
and they play it well.

These so-called contestants make the
contention that some people were denied
the right to vote. As for themselves, they
make no complaint at all. And they
cannot make such. The facts are that
each and every one of them offered to
vote and did vote in the primary elec-
tion. Several were candidates, some for
House seats, another for the Senate.
They make no complaint they were un-
able to get on the ticket. They cannot
make such because the names of some of
them appeared thereon, and they were
defeated. They appear to be very poor
losers, Mr. Speaker.

When defeated in the primary, they
bound themselves to vote for the nomi-
nees. This is the law of our State. On
the contrary they attempted to run as
independents. They fully and completely
failed to qualify as such.

They do not complain that they were
denied the right to vote in the general
election last November. They could not
so complain because each and everyone
of them appeared at the polls, requested,
and received ballots, voted and dropped
them in the ballot box and they were
counted along with others so cast.

An election contest according to all
precedents I have read is a well defined
procedure by which no candidate seeks
to try title to the office involved, claim-
ing himself to have been elected. These
people claim no right to these offices.

They were not candidates. Therefore,
under each and every precedent of this
body—Kirwan case in 1941, Peterson case
in 1944, 71 challenged members in 1945
and the Ottinger case in January 1965—
they are not qualified contestants, In
the cases here cited, all of which are
foursquare with these so-called contests,
the claims of the contestants were re-
jected. And I submit, Mr. Speaker, this
is the only action this House can take if
it follows the precedents heretofore laid
down by this body.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I again wish to
thank my friends. With your help I am
confident of the outcome.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr, ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, since the
House—according to the precedents—is
acting as a court in considering the elec-
tion contests against the present Repre-
sentatives from the State of Mississippi,
and as a court of last resort and of high-
est powers at that, I would presume that
these remarks of mine might be consid-
ered as being in the nature of a dissent-
ing opinion to that expressed by a ma-
jority of the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

I have followed the developments in
this matter most closely, especially so be-
cause I was one of the 276 House Mem-
bers voting in the affirmative on the pre-
vious question on House Resolution 1, of
this Congress, when it was presented to
us on last January 4.

In so voting, it was my understanding
that I was not then making any decision
as to the merits—whatever they might
prove to be—of the contestants’ case. In
point of fact, I was not then in a position
so to do by virtue of the fact that, along
with most of my colleagues, I was not in
possession of any information other than
the news media reports to the effect that
the election of the Mississippi Represent-
atives might be contested and, as we all
will recall, such debate as there was on
House Resolution 1 was so limited as to
be of no informational help whatsoever.

It was, therefore, my expectation that
the contests would receive an adequate
consideration, on their merits, after full
and open hearings by the Committee on
House Administration.

Regretfully, I must say that this expec-
tation on my part has not been realized.

If anything of value can be gained from
the report which accompanies the resolu-
tion now before us—House Resolution
585—it is that the majority of the com-
mittee has made a determination that
the named contestants are not proper
parties in & proceeding such as this.
Seemingly—although the committee re-
port is so ambiguous that even this point
involves some speculation on my part—
the dismissal recommendation here on
the part of the majority of the committee
is based upon the precedent supposedly
established by the House earlier this year
in dismissing a contest brought against
the gentleman from New York [Mr, OT-
TINGER]. That particular dismissal—
against which I voted—as the RECORD
will show—rested upon the fact that the
nominal contestant in the Ottinger case
was not also a “contestant” for that
Member’s seat.

Having so voted in the Ottinger case, it
would seem to me to be inconsistent for
me now to vote for the summary dis-
missal of the Mississippi contests on the
same narrow grounds, although I am
frank to admit that the precedents of
past House actions supposedly control-
ling on this point of who is or who is not
a proper contestant in these cases leave
much to be desired from the standpoint
of consistency.

In any event, it is amply clear that the
House is the final judge or arbiter over
matters involving the election or qualifi~
cations of its own Members and that, as
such, it is not a technical court of equity
nor strictly bound by prior precedents or
rulings.

24285

The larger question to be resolved here,
then, is whether or not the committee
has considered these contests on their
merits.

I cannot agree that it has, and I there-
fore am of the opinion that the entire
matter should be returned to the com-
mittee for further consideration which,
I would hope, would not occur until after
adequate public hearings had been held.

I shall therefore vote, if given the op-
portunity, for a motion to recommit and,
if that should fail, against House Reso-
lution 585. I do so with a full awareness
of the possibility that this could leave
the presently seated Members from Mis-
sissippi in continuing doubt as to their
status, and I regret this for they are my
friends and I hold them—all—in the
highest regard.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure that it is not necessary to point out
here that this is not a very pleasant situ-
ation in which your Mississippi delega-
tion finds itself today. While we do not
entertain the slightest doubt about the
ultimate outcome, we find little comfort
in the knowledge that this alleged con-
test has serious political implications on
a national basis. At the same time, we
must be realistic enough to recognize
the facts of political life. We must take
cognizance of the conflict of the political
philosophy of ourselves and the handful
here in the House leading the fight as
well as those behind them. We must
also take into consideration the tremen-
dous pressure that has been brought
upon the membership of this House by
outside influences.

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that I
bespeak the sentiment of my colleagues
as well as my own when I state that there
is no bitterness or resentment on our
part toward any of our colleagues.
Their decision in this matter, as in all
others which confront them, is one for
their own discretion and conscience.

But, Mr. Speaker, I cannot refrain
from deploring some of the tactics and
the operations that have been used by
those, outside of the Congress, who de-
liberately conspired to bring this action
to deny my State representation in the
House of Representatives. It must be
obvious to all fair-minded people, famil-
iar with this matter, that this action
against my State was but a part of an
overall conspiracy. In fact, it has been
admitted by the representatives of some
of these organizations that Mississippi
was to be used as the pilot; and, if suc-
cessful, they would then move in on
other States of the South.

It would be difficult to make anything
like an accurate appraisal of the money
that has been spent, not by Negroes of
Mississippi but from out of the State, in
this effort. I am confident that it was
not less than $1 million.

Mr. Speaker, we who have the honor
of representing Mississippi in this
Chamber have a combined service of
more than 100 years. I alone have the
honor of having been a Member of this
body for some 33 years. We have en=-
deavored during our service here to de-
port ourselves with honor and dignity
and to legislate for the best interest not
only of our State, but what we conceive
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to be the best interest of the Republie.
But, Mr, Speaker, no one recognizes
more than we that we are expendable.
It little matters so far as the mainte-
nance of the dignity and perpetuation of
this Congress is concerned whether we
remain or go. But, Mr. Speaker, the
maintenance, stability, and dignity of
this House as an institution is important.
If the membership of this body is to be
subjected to this type of procedure,
where the whole delegation of a sov-
ereign State can be successfully chal-
lenged by some nebulous political group,
then the very foundation of the Congress
would be destroyed. In fact, as we
pointed out to the committee, sufficient
Members could be challenged under such
a precedent, where there were no bona
fide contestants, to paralyze and make
inoperative the whole Congress.

Mr. Speaker, for the Recorp, I should
like to submit the following opening
statement made by me on behalf of the
Mississippi delegation in the hearing be-
fore the subcommittee when this alleged
contest was considered by that group:

STATEMENT oF CONGRESSMAN WiILLIAM M. CoL-
MER BEFORE THE ELECTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA-
TI0N, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SEP-
TEMBER 13, 1965
Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom-

mittee, in view of the fact that the counsel

for the Mississippi delegation in this alleged
contest has been appointed by President

Johnson as a member of the fifth circuit of

the U.S. Court of Appeals and has assumed

that position, we will present our own case.

And while there are five separate contests,

there is In fact but one issue. We will

therefore discuss the purported contests en
bloc. In the absence of the benefit of coun-
sel we haye divided the 114 hours allocated
to us for discussion among the five of us.

Not because of any particular or superior

ability but I assume because I am the dean

of the Mississippi delegation, I have been
selected-to make the opening statement.

HISTORICAL

It might be well to state in the beginning
what happened in the 1964 election, which is
here attempted to be challenged. Mississippl
held its primaries on June 2, 1964. In the
Democratic primary held on that date all
five of Mississippi’s House Representatives
were, of course, up for renomination, as well
as 1ts junior Senator, Joun C. STeENNIS. All
four of my colleagues, to wit, THomas G.
ABERNETHY, JaMiE L. WHITTEN, JoHN BELL
Wrnriams, and former Congressman Arthur
W. Winstead, as well as myself and Senator
STENNIS were renominated in that primary.

In that primary election, Congressman
AsErNETHY had no opposition and he, there-
fore, was duly declared the Democratic
nominee. ‘Congressman WHITTEN Wwas 0Op-
posed by one Fannie Lou Hamer., WHITTEN
was declared the Democratic nominee. In
the Third District, Congressman JoHN BELL
WiLriams was opposed by one J. M. Houston,
a Negro. Winrrams was declared the Demo-
cratic nominee, In the Fourth District, our
former colleague, Arthur W. Winstead, was
opposed by two opponents but received a
majority of the votes and was declared the
Democratic nominee. In the Fifth (CorLMEer
district), CorLmer was opposed by three op-
ponents, two of whom were of the white
race and one of the Negro race. In this
spirited contest CoLMER recelved a majority
of the votes and was declared the Democratic
nominee,

In the statewide race, Senator STENNIS
was opposed by one Victorla Jackson Gray,
also of the colored race. Senator STENNIS
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received an overwh majority of the
votes and was declared the Democratic nomi-
nee for the Senate.

In the 1964 general election neither Con-
gressmen ABERNETHY, WHITTEN, WILLIAMS,
nor CoLMmer had an opponent. The four of
us were, therefore, duly certified to the Clerk
of the U.S. House of Representatives by the
duly authorized Governor and secretary of
state of Mississippl as the duly and legally
elected Representatives from the State of
Mississippl as witnessed by the Honorable
Ralph Roberts, Clerk of the U.S. House of
Representatives, as was also Hon. PRENTISS
Warker, a Republican, who had defeated for-
mer Congressman Arthur Winstead in the
sald election;

MOCK ELECTION

However, a self-styled Freedom Democratic
Party group held what they were pleased to
term “freedom elections” in the Second
(WHITTEN), Fourth (WaALxer), and Fifth
(CoLmer) Districts. These were nothing but
mock elections, tantamount to straw votes,
and were held without any sanction of law
and conducted over a perlod of 4 days, from
October 30 to November 2, They were con-
ducted by private individuals. No list or
other data was filed with State authorities
or, for that matter, has been flled in this
alleged contest to show who participated
therein; whether they were gqualified
electors,

It should also be pointed out here that in
the Second District, Fannie Lou Hamer, who
was a candidate in the primary against Con-
gressman WHITTEN, was also a candidate in
the mock election against Congressman
WHITTEN. Likewlse, the sald Victoria Jack-
son Gray was a candidate against Senator
STENNIS in the primary and then was a
candidate against Congressman CorLMErR in
the mock or straw vote election.

Under Mississippi law, one cannot be un-
successful as a candidate in a and
run later in the general election. Thus, both
the said Hamer and Gray were estopped un-
der the law from running in the general
election even had they so desired.

NO CONTEST WITHOUT A CONTESTANT

The one thing that I desire to emphasize
and reemphasize before further discussion is
that in order for there to be a legal contest
in the House of Representatives there must
be a legal, bona fide contestant. The books
are full of cases bearing out this fact. Even
the old precedents relied on by the opposi-
tion here, if fully revealed, disclose that
even In those cases there were contestants
and the declsions, regarded by them as
favorable, were reached upon other grounds
such as fraud, riots, and so forth.

It will be noted from the notice of the in-
tent of the opposition to contest the seats
of the incumbents, that they proceeded upon
this theory. In other words, they elected to
proceed under section 201, title 2, United
States Code, requiring a legal contestant.
That is, a contestant who had been unsuc-
cessful in an election against a contestee.
They subsequently attempted in their brief to
change thelr procedure. But having made
their selection, they are bound by it, al-
though they mow admit that they are not
contestants in the light of the statute;

We repeat there cannot be a contest with-
out a bona fide contestant.

Time will not permit me to recite the
many precedents substantiating this fact but
I do want to briefly call the committee's at-
tention to two recent cases:

THE KIRWAN CASE

Locke Miller was a candidate for Congress
against Representative Emmwan in the Demo-
cratic primaries of 1840. Mr, EmwWAN was
nominated. Mr, Miller was not a candidate
in the general election but attempted to
contest the seat, On these facts, the House
resolved that it did "not regard the said
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Locke Miller as a person competent to bring
a contest for a seat in the House and his
notice of contest, served upon the sitting
Member, Michael Kirwan, is hereby dis-

The entire language of the House resolu-
tion appears at page 952 of the CONGRES-
s1oWAL REcorD for the present session of
Congress, where it was printed at the re-
quest of the majority leader, Mr, ALBERT.

THE OTTINGER CASE

Subsequently and to wit on January 19,
this year, this principle was reiterated in
this House. In the Ottinger case, a Mr.
Frankenberry, who was not a candidate in
the general election (incidentally, the same
general election in which the Mississippl del-
egation was elected) sought to contest the
seat of Representative OrrinGErR who had
been declared elected. The House on a re-
corded vote last January upheld the con-
tention of Mr, OrTiNGER that In view of the
fact that Mr. Frankenberry had not been a
candidate in the general election, he was not
a fit person to contest the election and Mr.
OTTINGER Was seated.

With no desire to make comparisons by
which Congressman OtTiNcEr might suffer,
I point out that the case against Mr. Or-
TINGER wWas & stronger case than against the
Mississippi delegation. For the record will
disclose that there were charges amounting
to violation of the election laws concerning
the amount of money that could be ex-
pended. In our case, not one suggestion of
the faintest nature has ever been mentioned
of irregularity or fraud in our election.

CLAIM ILLEGALITY MISSISSIPPI ELECTION LAWS

In their scattergun attempt to make a case
against the Mississippi delegation, the charge
was made that the Mississippl election laws
under which the delegation was elected were
illegal and unconstitutional in that they
violated the compact of 1870 which read-
mitted Misslssippi to the Union. If this con-
tention be justified then 1t is common
knowledge that every State in the Confed-
eracy, Virginia, North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, Georgla, Florida, Alabama, Loulsiana,
Texas, and Arkansas, as well as Mississippl,
are in the same position. Assuming that
these States were out of the Union (the Su-
preme Court of the United States In Texas v.
White, 1869, held that they never were out),
for the sake of argument, all of the Repre-
sentatives from these States in the Congress
since 1870 must be considered also as il-
legally elected.

Do the proposed contestants here expect
to unseat all of the present Members from
these States if successful in the Mississippi
case?

As a matter of fact, if this be true then
I have been serving illegally in this House
since 1932, a total of 33 years. And the same
goes for Congressmen ABERNETHY, WHITTEN,
Wirniams, and WALKER, who have a combined
service of 67 years. If this were followed
to its logical conclusion, what effect would
such a decision have upon the laws that
have been enacted by the Congress while all
of these Representatives and Senators from
these States have been serving illegally over
these many years?

COURTS ARE ARBITERS OF LEGALITY OF STATE
LAWS

As a matter of fact, all of the precedents
are to the effect that the courts are the
proper tribunal to decide the legality of
election laws. The House without debate in
a Bouth Carolina case (Dantzler v. Leaver,
2 Hinds, 1137, p. 742) upheld its Committee
on Elections which said, “The South Caro-
lina constitution of 1895 contained educa-
tional and property qualifications. Con-
testant contended that even if he was not
elected the contestee should be unseated.
The committee pointed out that Virginia,
North Carolina, Georgla, Florida, Alabama,
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Mississippi, Loulsiana, Texas, and Arkansas
were in identically the same position as
Bouth Carolina and that if one were un-
seated for this reason all Representatives
from these States would likewise have to
be unseated, and the seats would have to
remain vacant untll new constitutions could
be adopted and new laws enacted.,” The
House agreed and seated the contestee.
There are numerous other precedents to the
same effect. (Houston v. Broocks, 1 Hinds,
643, p. 854.)

MOOT QUESTION

To be realistic and to blueprint the exact
situation here, we assert that this whole
question has become a moot one and is no
longer worthy of consideration. In sub-
stantlation of this statement we remind the
committee of the following facts:

1. Congress has only this year passed the
so-called voting rights bill which In fact
nullifies all of the election laws of the State
of Mississippl (as well as other States) of
which the purported contestants complained.

2. The State of Mississippl has, by amend-
ing its constitution, repealed all of the laws
affecting voting rights of which complaint
here is made.

3. To all intents and purposes this pur-
ported contest was settled on January 4,
1965 (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 19) when
the House on motion of the majority lead-
er, Mr. ALpERT, by a rollecall vote author-
ized the Speaker to administer the oath of
office to the Members (here contested) of
the Mississippl delegation. The resolution
850 authorizl_ng the Speaker was as follows:

“Resolved, That the Speaker is hereby
authorized and directed to administer the
oath of office to the gentlemen from Mis-
sissippi, Mr. THOoMAS G. ABERNETHY, MTr.
JamIE WHITTEN, Mr. JoHN BELL WILLIAMS,
Mr. Wa. M. ComEeR, and Mr, PRENTISS WALE-
=
It would, appear that those pushing this
so-called contest apparently are following
their usual role where they prefer the is-
sue to the objectives they claim to seek.

FAR-REACHING IMPLICATIONS

Mr. Chairman, it is inconceivable that this
House, notwithstanding all of the political
pressures that have been, is being, and will
be exercised by those who have conspired
to deny the great State of Mississippi of its
representation in the House of Representa-
tives, will fail to withstand this type of an
attack upon its Members and the dignity of
the House itself. Is it unreasonable to as-
sume that if the efforts of this self-styled
Freedom Democratic Party should prevail,
the very stability of the House of Repre-
sentatives as a dignified legislative institu-
tion will be undermined. Is it unreason-
able to assume that any group in any State,
North, South, East, or West, could challenge
any Member or any State delegation if this
precedent should be set. Today it is the
Freedom Democratic Party in Mississippl.
Who can say that tomorrow it will not be
the Eu EKlux Klan, the Black Muslims, or
any other organization In any other State
of the Union who would be encouraged to do
likewlse? Yes, it is concelvable that a con-
spiracy on a national level could disrupt and
stop the functioning of the Congress if such
a precedent was once established.

On January 19th, discussing this matter
in another' ecase, the gentleman from Okla-
homa, the distinguished majority leader, Mr.
ALBERT, sald among other things the follow-

“If the contention of the gentleman is
correct, there is no limit to the number of
individuals who could contest any seat in this
House, if the contest were brought in due
“I wish to quote from the statute. I have
already quoted from the precedent of the
Eirwan case. I say to the gentleman that
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it was intended that this case be limited
to those who participated in the election,
to one of the candidates in the election.

“I say that the Congress never intended to
give unqgualified authority, pell-mell, under
this statute, to individuals, to good peo-
ple or to bad people, to contest any Mem-
ber's seat, for good reason or otherwise.”

CONCLUSION

Finally, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, we are asking you to uphold the
dignity of the House; to stop the high-
ly organized and burdensome harassment of
your Mississippi delegation as well as the
harassment of all of the Members of the
House, by this well organlzed, well financed
group conspiracy.

We respectfully but firmly request that
these alleged contests be forthwith dis-
missed.

Mr. WHITTEN. I wish to say we all
are deeply indebted to those of our
friends who were helpful in handling of
this matter before the committee and
in voting to dismiss the pending chal-
lenge. In that connection, I would like
at this point to show for the permanent
record that none of the so-called con-
testants were candidates in the 1964
elections. In fact, three of them were
candidates in the Democratic primary
which, under section 3129 of the Missis-
sippi Code, would bind them to support
the nominee of the primary and would
make them ineligible to be candidates
in the general election in November.

Mr. Speaker, while it has not been
called to the attention of the House dur-
ing the debate, when our counsel, former
Gov. J. P. Coleman, was appointed to
the U.S. Court of Appeals, it fell to the
lot of our delegation to complete the
handling of the matter of these so-called
contests against Mississippi before the
Committee on House Administration, in-
cluding the argument. As I pointed out
in the closing argument, before the com-~
mittee, the so-called contestants agreed
they were now making no claim to any
seat held by the present Members. This
statement was concurred in by their
counsel on Wednesday of this week; but
they agreed that what they wanted was
to have the seats declared vacant, thus
leaving our State without representa-
tion.

In view of this, Mr. Speaker, I would
candidly point out that there was, in
fact, no basis for the contest from the
outset, and under all precedents the mat-
ter should not have reached the point
that it has here. Also, may I say we
were asked to file the motion to dismiss
these so-called contests, to prevent fur-
ther harassment of the membership of
the House,

Mr. Speaker, the Governor of the State
of Mississippi, on November 10, 1964,
certified to the Clerk of the House of
Representatives that each of the present
Members of the Mississippi delegation
had been elected to a 2-year term in the
general election of November 3, 1964.
Each of the Mississippi Members was
duly sworn in as a Representative in the
Congress from Mississippi on January
4, 1965—House Journal, January 4, 1964,
1st session, 89th Congress.

Mississippi Members of the House
thereafter were assigned to committees
and have been performing their general
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duties as Members of the House since
said date of January 4, 1965.

It is to be noted that nowhere in all

the allegations of the “notice of con-~
test,” or in the brief subsequently sub-
mitted by the so-called contestants, is
there any charge or allegation that any
Member of the Mississippi delegation
participated in or had any knowledge
of fraud.
_Section 5 of the Constitution, which
reads, “Each House shall be the judge of
the election returns and qualifications
of its own Members,” is fully controlling
and there can be no question but what
the House is the sole and only judge of
matters covered in such constitutional
provision. In the exercise of its rights
and duties, the House sefs up rules for
itself and, under such section, the House
has recommended and Congress has
passed statutes which provide for spe-
cific methods for instituting of contest as
to title to a seat in the House—title 2,
United States Code, sections 201-226,
Though we might agree that the House
has not always held these statutes as
an absolute and binding force, it does
regard them as a sound rule.

Thus, on that basis the question here
is not one of what the House could do
but of what in the exercise of its sound
judgment it should do. Certainly to fol-
low the rule and dismiss the pending so-
called contest would be sound in this
instance because the claimed contestants
were not candidates in the general elec~
tion but attempted to bring themselves
within the purview of the statute to the
point of using its provisions to their
advantage.

Though there are various methods of
contesting a seat, which have been used
in prior years, the House may adjudi-
cate the question of whom to seat in each
of the four following questions:

1. In the case of a contest between the
contestant and the returned Member of the
House, instituted in accordance with the
provisions of law. ;

2. In the case of a protest or memorial filed
by an elector of the district concerned.

8. In the case of a protest memorial filed
by any other person.

4, On motion of a Member of the House.

These are from Cannon's Precedents of
the House of Representatives, volume VI,
section 78, page 111.

The so-called contestants in the in-
stant cases elected to proceed under the
statutory provisions of title 2, United
States Code, sections 201-226—see origin
notice of contests, “notice of intention to
contest election pursuant to title 2, Unit-
ed States Code, section 201.”

In choosing to proceed under title 2,
United States Code, section 201, the con-
testants secured to themselves certain
rights of procedure under such statutes:

First. Each so-called contestant had
the right to apply for issuance of sub-
penas to any judge of any court of the
United States, any chancellor judge or
justice of the court of record of any State,
any mayor, recorder, or intendant of any
town or city.

Second. By following the statutory
procedure, the so-called contestants had
a right to have such officer to issue his
return of subpena, direct it to all such
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witnesses as shall be named to him, re-
quiring their attendance before him at
some time and place named in the sub-
pena, in order to be examined regard-
ing the respective election.

Third. By consent in writing the so-
called contestants had the right to take
depositions without notice and by such
written consent to take depositions be-
fore any officer or officers.

By following such statutory proceed-
ing any witness who failed to attend
within the county is subject to forfeit
a cash penalty or is liable for indictment
for a misdemeanor and punishment by
fine or imprisonment.

The so-called contestants claimed
other rights applicable by reason of
following the statutory procedure, all of
which is shown by title 2, United States
Code, sections 201-226. As stated,
while there is no question about the
House of Representatives having the
power to do as it pleases in the matter,
certainly it would be sound in the exer-
cise of its discretion for the House to
require that the so-called contestants
having chosen to claim the benefits of
such statutory proceedings must follow
the requirements of such statutes.

At the threshold of this presentation
we are confronted with the indisputable
fact that on November 3, 1964, a gen-
eral election was held in the State of
Mississippi on the date prescribed by
Federal law. In this election the
people of Mississippi voted for a U.S.
Senator, for presidential electors, for
certain State officials, as well as Mem-
bers of the House. The contestants
raise no claim that this election was
conducted any differently or under any
different circumstances to those simi-
larly held for the past 60 years, and
about which there has been no contest
In the Congress or elsewhere.

The presidential electors elected in
this election cast their ballots for Presi-
dent. The alleged contestants raised no
claim that the election of the electors
was invalid or that their votes for Presi-
dent were invalid, even though elected
in the same election with the same votes
and under the same circumstances as
were the Mississippi House Members.

The candidate elected to the U.S. Sen-
ate in that election was sworn, seated,
and like the House Members is now serv-
ing. These alleged contestants have
raised no claim that the election of the
said Senator was invalid, even though he
was elected in the same election as were
the Members of the Mississippi House
delegation.

In the case of Congressman THoMAS G.
ABERNETHY, First Mississippi District, no
one made an effort to qualify in either
the primary, the general election, nor
was a local election held. Certainly there
is no basis for any showing whatsoever
that any action by the House would
change the outcome of such election.

In the case of Congressman JaMmie L.
WaITTEN, Second Mississippi District, it
is to be noted that in the notice of intent
to contest election pursuant to title 2,
United States Code, section 201, the said
Mrs. Fannie Lou Hamer stated she was
a candidate in the regular Democratic
primary of June 2, 1964, and that she
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was overwhelmingly defeated in such pri-
mary election by a vote of 35,218 to 621—
page 1, notice of intention to contest
election, pursuant to title 2, United States
Code, sections 201-226.

Said so-called contestant further al-
leged in her said notice that following her
contest in the Democratic primary elec-
tion she attempted to place her name
upon the ballot in the general election as
an independent candidate. For the name
of the said so-called contestant to have
been placed on the general election bal-
lot after defeat in the primary election
would have been in violation of section
3129 of the Mississippi Code of 1956, as
was held in the case of Ruhr v. Cowan,
146 Mississippi Reports, 870-112 So. 386.
Most States have similar statutes.

In the so-called notice to contest, the
said Fannie Lou Hamer goes further and
alleges as follows:

I then ran as a candidate for a seat In the
House of Representatives from the Second
Congressional District in the “freedom elec-
tion” held in Mississippi from October 30 to
November 2, 1964, in which sald election all
citizens who had the qualifications required
by Mississippl law were permitted to par-
ticipate without intimidation or discrimina-
tion as to race or color. In that election I
recelved a total vote of 33,009 while you re-
celved only 59. Accordingly, in addition to
contesting your purported election I will
upon the basls of the “freedom election”
claim the seat in Congress from the Second
Congressional District of Mississippi.

Of course, this mock election, if ac-
tually held, has no standing whatever.
It is to be noted, however, that said
Fannie Lou Hamer claims she received
less votes in the mock election than the
70,218 votes received by Congressman
WHITTEN in the general election, when
he had no opponent.

Thus, it is evident that, accepting all
the claims of the said Fannie Lou Hamer
about her 4-day election in which she
avers everyone she considered qualified
was permitted to vote, the said Fannie
Lou Hamer claims to have received less
than half the votes Congressman WHIT-
TEN received in the general election and
less than he received in the primary.
Under all her allegations, it is evident
that the outcome of the election would
in no way have been changed.

In the Third Congressional Distriet,
while JorN BErLL WiILLiAMS was opposed
by one J. M. Houston in the Democratic
primary, said Houston disappeared from
the picture and neither of those who
attempt to contest Congressman WiL-
r1ams’ election attempted to qualify, were
candidates in the primary, nor were they
candidates as Republican or independent
in the general election. Although there
was no election of county and muniecipal
officials in 1964 and though Mr. WiL-
rrams had no opposition, 84,305 voters
went to the polls and took the trouble to
mark their ballots for him.

In the Fourth District there was a
contest between Mr. PRENTISS WALKER,
Republican, and former Congressman
Arthur Winstead, Democrat. Mr.
WaALKER, Republican, received 34,684
votes, winning the election, and was duly
certified by the Governor as the winner.
In this district the claimed-to-be-con-
testant, Mrs. Annie Devine, states that
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they, too, held a mock election where all
all citizens who had the qualifications
required by Mississippi law were per-
mitted to participate. The said Mrs.
Annie Devine claims to have received
only 9,067 votes. It is apparent on the
face of this statement that no action
taken by the House of Representatives
could in any way change the outcome of
the election in that district.

In the Fifth Congressional District,
Congressman WiLrLiam M. COLMER was
unopposed by any of those who have in-
stituted contest against his election.
Mrs. Victoria Jackson Gray, who at-
tempts to contest his election was actu-
ally a candidate in the Democratic
primary in opposition to Senator Joaw C.
Stennis. It might be of interest to note
she received only 4,703 votes as compared
to 173,764 votes for Senator STENNIS.
As already pointed ouf, by qualifying as
a candidate in the Democratic primary
Mrs. Gray pledged her support to those
nominated in that primary. However,
Mrs. Gray alleges in her notice of con-
test under the statutes that a mock
election was held for 4 days in the Fifth
District and states that she received only
10,138 votes in such mock election.
Congressman COLMER, running unop-
posed and in a year in which county and
munieipal offices were not involved in
election, received votes from 83,120 per-
sons who went to the polls and took the
trouble to mark their ballot for him.

Thus, it is to be seen that under all
the allegations by the so-called con-
testants there would be no change in the
outcome of the election and that the
Members duly certified and approved by
the Congress in its resolution on Janu-
ary 4, 1965, as Mississippi Representa-
tives in the Congress should retain their
seats.

Now, while “each House shall be the
Jjudge of the election returns and quali-
fications of its own Members,” the House
has the further obligation of discharg-
ing the many other constitutional duties
and obligations of this body, such as
providing for raising and collecting of
taxes, to appropriate money for opera-
tions of the Government, and, of course,
take its part in providing laws for the
operations of the country, determine and
adopt rules for its own proceedings, and
so forth, all of which as a coordinate
House of the legislative branch it must
do to maintain the Congress as one of
the three equal and coordinate branches
of the Government, legislative, judicial
and executive.

What action the House should take in
the instant case must be considered in
line with the other obligations for the
orderly handling of the business of the
House. It is acknowledged that the
House has an obligation to all persons,
the public, all candidates, its Members;
but its primary obligation is to protect
its own integrity, which means it must
protect the right and opportunity of its
Members to work, that it may perform
its function and maintain its place in
our Government. An equal of the Sen-
ate and together with the Senate, it
must remain one of the three coordi-
nated branches as mentioned before.
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Now, as to why this committee and
the House should dismiss the proceed-
ings here, subsequent to the filing of
notice to contest under the statutes, it is
to be noted at this point, on page 1 of
their answer to the purported contest
each of the Representatives in Congress
from Mississippi pointed out that the
affidavits of service were defective and
for this reason “your purported contest
should be dismissed and by its own terms
your purported contest is not a contest.”
Further, it is to be noted that on page
3 each of the Mississippi Representatives
in Congress set out additional reasons
the purported notice of contest should
be dismissed and, further that “all other
rights are reserved.”

This so-called answer was filed by the
Mississippi Representatives, that they
not be in default of orderly procedures of
the Congress.

Beginning on January 27, 1965, attor-
neys for the claimed-to-be-contestants
began a series of hearings throughout
the country.

Title 2, United States Code, enacted in
1851, under which the contestants
elected to proceed, permits the holding
of any number of hearings at any num-
ber of places at the same time. Proceed-
ing under such statutes 125 lawyers, ap-
parently well-financed, held hearings all
over the United States. As many as 12
hearings were conducted during identical
hours in as many as 8 States from
Connecticut to California. Quite evi-
dently the Members of the Mississippi
delegation could not hope to attend or
provide lawyers for all these hearings,
though with only brief notice lawyer
friends were able to attend some hear-

ings.

A partial list of the hearings and the
dates on which they were held follows:
January 27, Canton; January 28, Natch-
ez; January 29, Natchez, Jackson, Green-
wood; January 30, Greenville, Jackson,
Greenwood; February 1, Jackson; Feb-
ruary 2, Meridian, Holly Springs, Clarks-
dale, Palo Alto, Calif.; February 3, Holly
Springs, Gulfport; February 4, Clarks-
dale, Moss Point, Magnolia, Greenville,
Meridian, Vicksburg; February 5, Colum-
bus, Magnolia, Greenwood, Greenville;
February 6, West Point, Magnolia, Cleve-
land, Tylertown; San Jose, Calif.; San
Francisco, Calif.; Berkeley, Calif.; Feb-
ruary 8, Charleston, Laurel, Natchez,
Aberdeen, Canton, West Point, McComb,
Magnolia, Tylertown; February 9, Laurel,
Batesville, Aberdeen, West Point, Green-
wood, McComb; February 10, Canton,
Indianola, Batesville, Hattiesburg, Lib-
erty, Brandon, Charleston; Philadelphia,
Pa.; Detroit, Mich.; Stanford, Calif.;
February 11, Indianola, Holly Springs,
Hattiesburg, Starkville, Batesville; Chi-
cago, Ill.; Philadelphia, Pa.; New Haven,
Conn.; New York, N.Y.; Washington,
D.C.; Buffalo, N.Y.; Berkeley, Calif; Feb-
ruary 12, Jackson; Philadelphia, Pa.;
Boston, Mass.; Newark, N.J.; Washing-
ton, D.C.; February 13, Canton.

Members of Congress could not hope
to meet such a massive attack. Reim-
bursement by the Congress is limited to
?2,000 to cover expenses and attorneys’
ees.

These hearings have been supplement-
ed by the circulation of petitions
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throughout many areas of the counfry.
A large delegation from all over the
country moved on Washington in late
June and called on practically all Mem-
bers of Congress. Most of these individ-
uals were under voting age and made
strong demands to unseat the Mississippi
delegation, though they showed no
knowledge of what was involved. In
addition, there was a sit-in staged in the
office of the Clerk of the House on June
19. Further efforts to move in on the
Congress came on August 9, 1965; and,
according to the press, there have been
threats to move in on the floor of the
House and actually displace Members of
Congress from their seats. There can be
no doubt but what a major purpose of
this attack is to create dissension and
turmoil.

It might be well to note that any in-
dividual or any group, conservative, radi-
cal, or otherwise, Communist or non-
Communist, could create the same situa-
tion with regard to any delegation; and
if the House of Representatives went
along with any such efforts it would, in
effect, cause the House to destroy itself
from within.

In accordance with the requirements
of the statute, the Clerk of the House
examined the material compiled in con-
nection with the numerous hearings and
determined as follows:

The testimony in this matter is of such
admixture of papers in relation to the five
congressional districts in the State of Mis-
sissippl that it was impossible for the Clerk

to determine to which congressional distriet -

the testimony applies. He finds that said
testimony falled to comply with sections
203, 209, 218, 221, 222, and 223 of title 2
of the United States Code.

Should a citizen, an elector, a non-
candidate be permitted to carry a duly
elected Member through such an ordeal
as has the Mississippi delegation without
any sworn statement, any security for
cost? The House has always said no.

It is well to cite here section 290 of
Jefferson’s Manual to show why the
House so jealously guards for its own
integrity the freedom of its Members
from court orders, and so forth. If it did
not do so, enough Members could be ar-
rested or summoned, particularly by a
national organization like the National
Lawyers Guild, to prevent the very orga-
nization of the House itself. I quote:

This privilege from arrest, privileges, of
course against all process the disobedience to
which is punishable by an attachment of the
person; as a subpena ad respondendum, or
testificandum, or a summons on a jury; and
with reason, because a Member has superior
duties to perform in another place. When
a Representative is withdrawn from his seat
by summons, the 40,000 people whom he
represents lose their volce in debate and vote,
as they do on his voluntary absence: when
a Senator is withdrawn by summons, his
State loses half its voice In debate and vote,
as it does on his voluntary absence. The
enormous disparity of evil admits no
comparison,

Thus it is that the Mississippi delega-
tion must be permitted to discharge their
duties as Members of Congress, free of
the present harassment.

If this motion to dismiss were to fail,
and if our elections are to be set aside
on the general allegations of any individ-
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ual or group, the House of Representa-
tives would be faced with setting aside
the elections in numerous States, for the
Attorney General testified before the Ju-
diciary Committee in support of the
changes in Federal law that there were
many States, which he listed, which had
various restrictive provisions as to vot-
ing qualifications and the Congress itself
included many States as coming within
the provisions of section 3, whereby the
Attorney General could send in Federal
registrars.

As you can readily see, we are up
against a well-organized, well-financed
national effort by well-known national
organizations. To learn more of their
background you might wish to read the
CoONGRESSIONAL REcorp of February 3,
1965, pages 1943-1953. You will see we
have been dealt with by experts.

My colleagues, if you do not act now
to put an end to this type of thing, you
and all Members of Congress may be sub-
jected to the same situation, which
would not only place heavy financial bur-
dens upon you and other duly elected
Members but would completely destroy
the legislative processes of the House of
Representatives.

Mr. LOVE. Mr. Speaker, a very care-
ful consideration of the entire problem
before us today, including the report and
recommendations of the House Commit-
tee on Administration causes me to ob-
serve that, on a strict legal basis, the
committee appears to be correct. Yet,
for reasons hereinafter stated, I shall
vote for recommittal.

It is much like the filing of a general
demurrer in a lawsuit. The demurrer to
a petition says in effect that everything
in the petition is admitted as true, but
the petitioner still has no cause of ac-
tion. This is the position in which the
contestants find themselves in the Mis-
sissippi case before the House. There
was no opposing candidate running in
four of the five congressional elections
held under the same laws that elected
presidential electors and a Senator. And,
the challengers had no claim to election
as they came into being through an un-
authorized election which lasted 4 days
and was even more one-sided than the
election which sent our five Mississippi
Representatives to the House.

It is the responsibility of the House to
sit as judges much like we would be re-
quired to do if impeachment proceed-
ings were brought against a President.
There is no appeal.

The crux of the matter is simply this:
If the qualifications of a Member of the
House can be brought into issue by rea-
son of an election which disfranchises
some part of the electorate contrary to
the Constitution of the United States,
then our body has not acted fully and
completely by making a report and a rec-
ommendation for dismissal based solely
on technical grounds after a 3-hour ex-
ecutive session by the Committee on
House Administration which had con-
sidered the notices of contest.

The people of Mississippi, even those
who are alleged to have acted improp-
erly—yes, the people of the entire coun-
try deserve to have their day in court—
the court of representative government,
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in this case, the House of Representatives
of the United States. Only a full and
complete public hearing before the ap-
propriate committee of the Congress
would satisfy those who deplore disen-
franchisement and ery for justice.

So, as a judge, I would say, “Demurrer
overruled.” Let us try the case on its
merits and bring out all the facts even
though the probable end result will be
dismissal. If the evil of disfranchise-
ment is ever to be eradicated from the
American scene, the need is to dramatize
the facts so that all persons will know
that some American citizens were denied
their constitutional rights.

For these reasons, I support recommit-
tal and, if this fails, I shall vote against
the resolution, as amended, particularly
since the amendment strikes from the
resolution that the five Congressmen
were “entitled to their seats.” This just
makes the resolution more technical and
would make final action, if the resolution
were adopted, nothing more than a re-
fusal to meet the issue at this time,

If, perchance, these remarks fall into
the hands of some of my constitutents
who find me a bit legalistic—somewhat
judieial—may I remind them that today
was the first time my duties required me
to sit as judege and jury.

Mr. ALBERT. - Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Texas yield to me for the
purpose of offering an amendment?

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the distinguished majority leader.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR, ALBERT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ArLeErT: On
page 2, line 1, after the word “dismissed”
insert a period and strike out the remainder
of the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this amendment is to make
this resolution conform to the problem
which is before the House. I hope and
trust that the amendment will be
adopted and that the resolution as
amended will be enacted.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield briefly on the
amendment to the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I rise as a
member of the Subcommittee on Elec-
tions of the Committee on House Admin-
istration, and as one who has devoted
most of his time since Monday morning
to this guestion. I wish to say that it
has been truly said that we are sitting
as a court, and what we are really doing
is framing the order of the court that
‘we will render today, simng in judg-
ment on this question.

* The amendment which the majority
‘leader has offered will simply delete that
portion of the resolution which says:

“and that the said Members from Missis-
sippi are entitled to their seats as Rep-
resentatives of said districts and Sta

Regardless of how one may feel on the
question of whether they are entitled to

Mr. Speaker,
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their seats, I submit that the wording,
in all intellectual honesty, is appropriate
only after a hearing on the merits. It
is not appropriate when one dismisses a
petition without hearing the merits.

I therefore support the amendment. I
say that a simple wording of dismissal
is appropriate. Any more is mere gratui-

tous recital.
I thank the gentleman

Mr. ALBERT.
from Georgia.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader for the purpose
of debate on the amendment.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speak-

er, I agree with the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma, the
distinguished majority leader. I hope it
will be approved.
- In my judgment the words which are
now sought to be stricken should not
have been included in the resolution in
the first instance.

This is a way, and a proper way, for
us as a body, as the House as a whole,
to remedy the situation.

The approval of the resolution with
this amendment will mean that the
House of Representatives on this occa-
sion at this time is in effect taking a
very limited action; we are dismissing
the petition. We are taking no other
action.

I believe the House is intelligently
working its will on the basis of a recom-

- mendation made by the Committee on

House Administration. The House, on
the other hand, retains jurisdiction for
any other aspects of this dispute which
might properly come before it. As other
facts are developed, if they are, the
House can, and I am sure will, intelli-
gently and constructively work its will.

I have confidence in the action today.
I am just as confident that the action in
the future will be constructive.

I conclude with the observation that
there are those among us here this after-
noon who would want to go off in one
direction to an extreme and there are
those who would want to go to the op-
posite extreme. The vast majority of
the Members of this body on both sides
of the aisle, in my judgment, will take
a constructive and proper course in the
solution of this dispute.

I urge the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, as I said at the beginning,
this amendment is to make the action
under this resolution conform to its pur-
poses and to restrict it in that regard.

May I say, Mr. Speaker, in that con-
nection, that the action of the commit-
tee in bringing this resolution here has
been appropriate. The gentleman from
New York, my good friend [Mr, Ryan]
announced, if I am not mistakenly in-
formed, that he would call up a resolu-
tion to vacate the seats of the members
of the Mississippi delegation if the com-
mittee did not act within a reasonable
time. I understood he was going to call
it up on the 21st. The committee has
acted expeditiously, as the committee had
to act if it was going to act at all before
the gentleman from New York brought
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up his resolution. We are limiting and
conforming this resolution to the prob-
lem that is before us, and I urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. RooseverLT] for a
unanimous-consent request.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
simply rise to point out to my colleagues,
while I support the amendment of the
very able majority leader, he makes it
clear that there is now no question of
substance; and therefore, I shall support
the motion to recommit so that there
ma.tg be an opportunity for a substantive
vote.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished majority leader. I feel it is
proper under the circumstances, and I
hope it will be adopted.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the genfleman
from California [Mr. BurToN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, in light of the statement by the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Davisl,
the record is unchallengeably clear that
neither the House Administration Com-
mittee nor the Members of this House,
if the committee’s resolution is adopted,
have judged this challenge on its sub-
stantive merits.

The adoption of the amendment by
the majority leader, Mr. ALBERT, clearly
demonstrates that the House has refused
to give its approval to the committee’s
language that the present incumbents
from Mississippi “are entitled to their
seats as Representatives of said districts
and State.”

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBErT] to
House Resolution 585.

A clear pattern of voting discrimina-
tion in Mississippi has been established.
However, there are serious legal ques-
tions as to whether the contestants are
proper parties and as to whether the
remedy should have been grounded on
the 14th rather than the 15th amend-
ment. There are technical grounds for
supporting that part of Flouse Resolution
585 which dismisses the election contests
but there is no necessity, there is no re-
quirement, there is no justification for
that portion of the resolution that states
that the named contestees “are entitled
to their seats as Representatives of said
districts and State.”

To say the very least, these elections
were tainted by discrim.l.nation and even
if this House should dismise the election
contest on technical grounds, it should
not adopt a resolution which in any way
appears to condone discriminatory elec-
tion practices.

I urge the adoption of the amendment
deleting this language.
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Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the amendment
and the resolution.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I am on my feet. I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania rises in opposition. The
Chair advises the gentleman that under
the rules he cannot be recognized unless
time is yielded to him. The gentleman
from Oklahoma has moved the previous
question on the amendment and the
resolution.

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Will
this amendment foreclose the resolution
of Mr. Ryan being brought up by action
of the House in the affirmative on this
resolution?

The SPEAKER. That is a matter for
the House to determine in carrying out
its will.

The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Oklahoma ordering the
previous question on the amendment and
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

_The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution as amended. .

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I intend
to offer a motion to recommit, Will
the Chair please advise when that will
be in order?

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the resolution?

Mr. GUBSER. Iam,Mr.Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman now is the appro-
priate time,

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gueser moves to recommit House
Resolution 585 to the Committee on House
Administration.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Speaker
appointed as tellers Mr. BUurLESON and
Mr. CURTIS. ;

The House divided, and the tell-
ers reported that there were—ayes 129,
noes 207.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution, as amended.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,

on that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 228, nays 143,
“present” 10, not voting 51, as follows:

Abbitt
Albert
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews,

Glenn
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Ashmore
Aspinall
Ayres
Bandstra
Baring
Bates
Battin
Beckworth
Belcher
Bennett
Betts
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Bow

Bray

Brock

Brooks
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buc

Burléson
Burton, Utah
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Callaway
Cameron
Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Dickinson
Dole

Dorn

Dowdy
Downing
Duncan, Tenn.
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Ellsworth
Erlenborn

Everett
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flynt

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson, IIl.

[Roll No. 307]
YEAS—228

Fogarty
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Gathings
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodell
Greigg
Grider
Griffiths
Gross
Gurney
Hagan, Ga.
Hagen, Calif.
Haley

Hall

Halleck
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hardy

Harris
Harsha
Harvey, Ind.
Hathaway
Hays
Hechler
Henderson
Herlong
Hosmer

Hull
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman
Jennings
Johnsomn, Calif,
Johnson, Okla.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala,
Jones, Mo.
Kee

King, Calif.
King, N.Y.
Kirwan
Eornegay
Laird
Landrum
Langen
Lennon
Lipscomb
Long, La.
MecClory
MeCulloch
McEwen
McFall

Martin, Ala.
Martin, Nebr.
Matsunaga
Matthews
Michel

Morrison
Morton
Moss

NAYS-—143

Burton, Calif.
Byrne, Pa.
Cahill

Callan
Carey
Celler ;
Clevenger
Cohelan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Craley
Curtis

Murray
Natcher
O’Hara, Mich.
O'Konski
Olsen, Mont.
Olson, Minn.,
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman
Patman
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie

Poage

Poff

Pool

Purcell
Quillen
Randall

Smith, Va.
B

taggers
Btanton
Steed
Stephens
Stubblefleld

Weltner

Whalley

White, Idaho

White, Tex.
ten

Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright
Young
Younger
Zablockt

Daddario
Daniels
Delaney

answered

Farbstein Krebs Price
Farnum Kunkel Quie
Felghan Lindsay Reid, N.Y.
Fraser Long, Md. Resnick
Friedel Love Reuss
Fulton, Pa, M Rhodes, Pa.
Garmatz MecDade Robison
Gilbert McDowell Rodino
Grabowskl McGrath Rogers, Colo.
Green, Oreg MeVicker Ronan
g:?;& Pa. Macdonald Rooney, N.Y,
MacGregor
Grover Machen Rosenthal
Gubser Madden Rostenkowskl
Halpern Mailllard Rumsfeld
Hanley Martin, Mass, yan
Hansen, Wash. Mathias St Germaln
Harvey, Mich. Meeds St. Onge
Hawkins Minish Scheuer
Helstoskl Mink Schmidhauser
Hicks Moorhead Schweiker
Eouand ﬁorgan Bickles
‘Horton orse Springer
Howard Mosher Btafford
Huot Multer Stalbaum
Irwin Murphy, Il Stratton
Jacobs Murphy, N.Y. Sweeney
Joelson N Tenzer
Earsten Nix Vanik
Earth O'Brien Vivian
Eastenmeler % Wolft
Eeith O'Neill, Mass. Wryatt
Eelly Patten Wydler
King, Utah Philbin Yates
uczynski Powell

ANSWERED “PRESENT"'—10
Abernethy Eeogh Whitten
Cleveland Pelly Williams
Colmer

Race
Duncan, Oreg. Walker, Miss,
NOT VOTING—51

Adalr Hansen, Jowa Roudebush
Andrews, Hébert Roybal
George W. Holifield Senner
ds Ichord Shipley
Berry Latta Smith, Iowa
Bolton Leggett Smith, N.¥.
Bonner Mackay Sulllvan
Brown, Calif. Mackie Taylor
Clawson, Del May Thomas
Dawson Miller Thompson, Tex.
Farnsley Morris Toll
Fino Nelsen Tunney
Foley Ottinger pper
Ford, Pucinskl Van Deerlin
William D Reifel Vigorito
Gallagher Reinecke Widnall
Roncallo Wilson, Bob
Gray Rooney, Pa.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

For this day:
Senner with Mr. Del Clawson,
Shipley with Mr. Fino.
Miller with Mr. Berry.
Ottinger with Mr. Tupper.
Smith of Iowa with Mrs, Bolton.
Foley with Mr. Widnall,
Gilligan with Mr. Roudebush.
Farnsley with Mr. Nelsen.
Thomas with Mr. Riefel.
Thompson of Texas with Mr. Latta.
Van Deerlin with Mrs. May.
Vigorito with Mr. Reinecke.
Gray with Mr. Smith of New York.

Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr,
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On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Keogh against.
Mr. Tunney for, with Mr. Race against., .
Mr. Morris for, with Mr. Duncan of Oregon

‘against.

Mr. Arends for, with Mr. Cleveland against.

Mr. Bob Wilson for, with Mr. Pelly against.

Mr. Ichord for, with Mr. Brown of Califor-
nia against, i

Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Willlam D. Ford
against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Leggett against.

Mr. Mackay for, with Mr. Dawson against.
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Mr. Bonner for, with Mr. Roncalio against,

Mr. George W. Andrews for, with Mrs. Sul-
lvan against.

Mr. Hansen of Iowa for, with Mr. Roybal
against,

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington changed
her vote from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. CALLAN changed his vote from
uyean tvo unay'l!

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Speak-
er, I have a live pair with the gentle-
man from New Mexico [Mr. Morrisl.
If he were present he would have voted
“yea.” I voted “nay.” Therefore, I
withdraw my vote and vote “present.”

Mr. RACE. Mr. Speaker, I have a live
pair with the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. TonnNEY]. If he were present
he would have voted “yea.” I voted
“nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote
and vote “present.”

Mr. EEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. HEeerT]l. If he were here he
would have voted “yea.” I voted “nay.”
Therefore, I withdraw my vote and vote
“present.”

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Bos WirLson]. If he were
present, he would have voted “yea.” 1
voted “nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my
vote and vote “present.”

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I
have a live pair with the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Arenps]. If he were pres-
ent he would have voted “yea.” I voted
“nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote
and vote “present.”

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, in
hearings before the committee it was
agreed that this was an attack upon the
seats of the State of Mississippi rather
than against the individuals, Thus I felt
that I had the privilege of voting “yea.”
I ask unanimous consent to withdraw my
vote and vote “present.”

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the title of the resolu-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BURLESON:
Amend the title to read “Dismissing the Five
Mississippl Election Contests.”

The amendment was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, I was called
away from the floor on important busi-
ness from my distriet when rollcall 306
was taken today. Had I been present
I vl;ould have voted “yea” on that roll-
call,

TO AMEND THE FEDERAL FARM
LOAN ACT AND THE FARM CREDIT
ACT OF 1933

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
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Speaker’s desk the bill (HR. 4152) to
amend the Federal Farm Loan Act and
the Farm Credit Act of 1933 to provide
means for expediting the retirement of
Government capital in the Federal inter-
mediate credit banks, including an in-
crease in the debt permitted such banks
in relation to their capital and provision
for the production credit associations to
acquire additional capital stock therein,
to provide for allocating certain earn-
ings of such banks and associations to
their users, and for other purposes, with
a Senate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

AMENDMENT

"lg‘alge 2, line 9, strike out “15” and insert

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

Mr. LATRD. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would like to inquire
of the gentleman from North Carolina
if this has been cleared with the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAGUE] ?

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I might say to my
friend that it was unanimously agreed to
by the House Committee on Agriculture.
There is just a change in one figure in
the bill between “15” and “12.”

Mr. LATRD. That is not the ques-
tion I asked of the gentleman from
North Carolina. We have a procedure
that we have worked out here to the
effect that these matters under unani-
mous-consent request will be cleared
with the ranking minority member.

Mr. COOLEY. I do not see the rank-
ing minority member here on the floor at
the present time. I am certain that he
would be in favor of this. He voted for
this in the committee and it was re-
ported out of the committee unani-
mously.

Mr. LATRD. I do not see the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania. I am attempt-
ing to get in touch with him at the pres-
ent time. Until I have heard from him
I must object. I intend to get in touch
with him just as quickly as possible.

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know where
the gentleman is. I am sure I cannot
locate him any faster than the gentle-
man from Wisconsin can locate him,

Mr,. LAIRD. We have this specific pro-
cedure worked out under which these
matters are cleared with the ranking
minority member.

Mr. COOLEY. I understand that, but
there was a unanimous vote in the com-
mittee and I stated to the gentleman
from Wisconsin that it was a unanimous
vote. I do not see why there would be
any objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair assumed
that the matter had been cleared with
the other side.

Mr. LATIRD. I am under the impres-
sion that it has not been so cleared.

The SPEAKER. The Chair suggests
that the gentleman from North Carolina
withdraw his request.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Speaker, I with-
draw the request, and I shall see if I
can find the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. DaGuEel.

The SPEAKER. The request of the
gentleman from North Carolina is with-

rawn.

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT TRANS-
PORTATION RESEARCH

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
1588) to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to undertake research, devel-
opment, and demonstrations in high-
speed ground transportation, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1017)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreelng votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8.
1588) to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce to undertake research, development,
and demonstrations in high-speed ground
transportation, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the House amendment insert
the following: “That, consistent with the ob-
jective of promoting a safe, adequate, eco-
nomical, and efficient national transporta-
tlon system, the Secretary of Commerce
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the
‘Secretary’) is authorized to undertake re-
search and development in high-speed
ground transportation, including, but not
limited to, components such as materials,
aerodynamies, vehicle propulsion, vehicle
control, communications, and guideways.

“Sgc. 2. The Secretary is authorized to
contract for demonstrations to determine
the contributions that high-speed ground
transportation could make to more efficient
and economical intercity transportation sys-
tems. Such demonstrations shall be de-
slgned to measure and evaluate such factors
as the public response to new equipment,
higher speeds, variations in fares, improved
comfort and convenlence, and more frequent
service. In connection with contracts for
demonstrations under this section, the Secre-
tary shall provide for financial participation
by private industry to the maximum extent
practicable.

“Sec. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to limit research and development
carried out under the first section or demon-
strations contracted for under section 2 to
any particular mode of high-speed ground
transportation.

“Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to col-
lect and collate transportation data, statis-
tics, and other information which he deter-
mines will contribute to the improvement of
the national transportation system. In
carrying out this activity, the Secretary shall
utilize the data, statistics, and other informa-
tion avallable from Federal agencies and
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other sources of the greatest practicable ex-
tent. The data, statistics, and other in-
formation collected under this section shall
be made avallable to other Federal agencies
and to the public insofar as practicable.

“Sec. 5. (a) There is hereby established in
the Department of Commerce an advisory
committee consisting of seven members who
shall be appointed by the Secretary without
regard to the clvil service laws. The Secre-
tary shall designate one of the members of
the Advisory Committee as its Chairman.
Members of the Advisory Committee shall be
selected from among leading authorities in
the fleld of transportation.

“(b) The Advisory Committee shall advise
the Secretary with respect to policy matters
arising in the administration of this Act, par-
ticularly with respect to research and devel-
opment carried out under the first section
and contracts for demonstrations entered
into under section 2.

“SEec. 6. (a) In carrying out the provisions
of section 2 of this Act, the Secretary shall
provide fair and equitable arrangements,
as determined by the Secretary of Labor, to
protect the interests of the employees of
any common carrier who are affected by any
demonstration carried out under a contract
between the BSecretary and such carrler
under such section. Such protective ar-
rangements shall include, without being
limited to, such provisions as may be neces-
sary for (1) the preservation of rights, privi-
leges, and benefits (including continuation
of pension rights and benefits) to such em-
ployees under existing collective-bargaining
agreements, or otherwise; (2) the continua-
tion of collective-bargaining rights; (3) the
protection of such individual employees
agalnst a worsening of their positions with
respect to their employment as a result of
such demonstration; (4) assurances of pri-
ority of reemployment of employees termi-
nated or laid off as a result of such demon-
stration; and (5) pald tralning or retralning
programs, Such arrangements ghall include
provisions protecting individual employees
against a worsening of their positions with
respect to thelr employment as the result of
such demonstrations which shall in no event
provide benefits less than those established
pursuant to section 5(2) (f) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 5). Any contract
entered into pursuant to the provisions of
section 2 of this Act shall specify the terms
and conditions of such protective arrange-
ments.

“(b) The Secretary shall take such action
as may be necessary to insure that all labor-
ers and mechanics employeed by contractors

or subcontractors in the performance of

construction work financed with the as-
sistance of funds received under any con-
tract or agreement entered into under this
Act shall be pald wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-
Bacon Act, as amended. The Secretary shall
not enter into any such contract or agree-
ment without first obtaining adequate assur-
ance that required labor standards will be
maintained upon the construction work.
The Secretary of Labor shall have with re-
spect to the labor standards specified in
this subsection, the authority and functions
set forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered
14 of 1950 (16 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267; 6
U.8.C. 133z-15), and section 2 of the Act
of June 13, 1934, as amended (48 Stat. 948;
40 U.S.C. 276¢).

“Sec. 7. In exercising the authority grant-
ed in the first section and section 2 of this
Act, the Secretary may lease, purchase, de-
velop, test, and evaluate new facilities, equip-
ment, techniques, and methods and conduct
such other activities as may be necessary,
but nothing in this Act shall be deemed to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

authorize the Secretary to acquire any in-
terest in any line of railroad.

“Sec. 8. (a) (1) In exercising the author-
ity granted under this Act, the Secretary is
authorized to enter into agreements and
to contract with public or private agencies,
institutions, organizations, corporations, and
individuals, without regard to sections 3648
and 3709 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C.
520; 41 U.B.C. 5).

“(2) To the maximum extent practicable,
the private agencies, institutions, organiza-
tions, corporations, and individuals with
which the Secretary enters into such agree-
ments or contracts to carry out research
and development under this Act shall be
geographically distributed throughout the
United States.

“(3) Each agreement or contract entered
into under this Act under other than com-
petitive bidding procedures, as determined
by the Secretary, shall provide that the Sec-
retary and the Comptroller General of the
United States, or any of their duly author-
ized representatives, may, for the purpose
of audit and examination, have access to
any books, documents, papers, and records
of the parties to such agreement or contract
which are pertinent to the operations or
activities under such agreement or contract.

“(b) The Secretary is authorized to ap-
point, subject to the civil service laws and
regulations, such personnel as may be neces-
sary to enable him to carry out efliclently
his functions and responsibilities under this
Act. The Secretary is further authorized to
procure services as authorized by section 15
of the Act of August 3, 1946 (5 U.8.C. bba),
but at rates for individuals not to exceed
$100 per diem, unless otherwise specified in
an appropriation Act.

“Sec. 9. In exercising the authority grant-
ed under this Act, the Secretary shall con-
sult and cooperate, as he deems appropriate,
with the Administrator of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency and other departments
and agencies, Federal, State, and local. The
Secretary shall further consult and cooper-
ate, as he deems appropriate, with institu-
tions and private industry.

“Sec. 10. (a) The Secretary shall report
to the President and the Congress not less
often than annually with respect to activi-
ties carried out under this Act.

“(b) The Secretary shall report to the
President and the Congress the results of his
evaluation of the research and development
program and the demonstration program au-
thorized by this Act, and shall make recom-
mendations to the President and the Con-
gress with respect to such future action as
may be appropriate in the light of these re-
sults and their relationship to other modes
of transportation in attaining the objective
of promoting a safe, adequate, economical,
and efficient national transportation system.

“(e) The Secretary shall, if requested by
any appropriate committee of the Senate or
House of Representatives, furnish such com-
mittee with information concerning activi-
ties carried out under this Act and informa-
tion obtained from research and develop-
ment carried out with funds appropriated
pursuant to this Act.

“Sec. 11. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act, but
not to exceed $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966; $35,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967; and 35,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968. Such sums shall remain available un-
til expended.

“Sec. 12. Except for section 4, this Act
shall terminate on June 30, 1969. The ter-
mination of this Act shall not affect the dis-
bursement of funds under, or the carrying
out of, any contract commitment, or other
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obligation entered into pursuant to this Act
prior to such date of termination.”
OREN HARRIS,
HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
SAMUEL N. FrRIEDEL,
JOHN JARMAN,
J. J. PICKLE,
DANIEL J. RONAN,
JOHN BELL WILLIAMS,
WiLriam L. SPRINGER,
SAaMUEL L. DEVINE,
GLENN CUNNINGHAM,
ALBERT W, WATSON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
JOHN O, PASTORE,
FrANEK J. LAUSCHE,
VANCE HARTKE,
THRUSTON B. MORTON,
HUGH ScorT,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 1588) to authorize
the Secretary of Commerce to undertake
research, development, and demonstrations
in high-speed ground transportation, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tion agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The House amendment strikes out all of
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and
inserts a substitute. The Senate recedes from
its disagreement to the amendment of the
House, with an amendment which is a sub-
stitute for both the Senate bill and the House
amendment. This substitute is substantially
the same as the House amendment. The dif-
ferences between the House amendment and
the substitute agreed to by the conferees
are set forth below.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

Section 6 of the House amendment pro-
vided for an Advisory Committee to advise
the Secretary of Commerce with respect to
policy matters arising in the administration
of the legislation. The Senate bill contained
no comparable provisions. The conference
substitute is the same as the House amend-
ment, except that provisions relating to com-
pensation and reimbursement for certain ex-
penses of members of the Advisory Commit-
tee were deleted by the conferees. It is ex-
pected that members of the Advisory Com-
mittee will serve without compensation, but
will be reimbursed for travel expenses (in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence) and
under other statutory authority (5 U.S.C.
73b-2).

EMPLOYEE PROTECTION

Subsection (a) of section 6 of the House
amendment requires the Secretary of Com-
merce, in providing for demonstrations under
section 2 of the legislation, to provide fair
and equitable arrangements (as determined
by the Secretary of Labor) to protect the
interests of the employees of any common
carrier who are affected by any demonstra-
tions earried out by such carrier pursuant to
a contract with the Secretary of Commerce
under section 2. The Senate bill provides
that in carrying out the purpose of section
2 the Secretary of Commerce shall provide
fair and equitable arrangements (as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Labor) to protect
the Interests of railroad employees involved
in operations which are the subject of such
demonstrations. The conference substitute
is the same as the House amendment.

The conferees wish to emphasize that un-
der sectlon 6 of the conference substitute,
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for example, the employees of a contracting
railroad who are affected by a demonstra-
tion conducted by such railroad pursuant to
a contract with the Secretary of Commerce,
or employees of a contracting bus company
who are affected by a demonstration carried
out by the bus company pursuant to a con-
tract with the Secretary of Commerce, would
be protected by the falr and equitable ar-
rangements provided in this section. Thus,
under the language adopted, affected em-
ployees of a contracting bus company, for
example, would be protected by fair and
equitable arrangements in the contract be-
tween the common carrier for which they
are employed and the Secretary of Commerce
agalnst a worsening of their positions with
respect to their employment as the result
of such contracted demonstration.

Section 6 of the conference substitute
(which is the same as section 6 of the House
amendment) directs that such arrangements
in no event would provide benefits less than
those established pursuant to section 5(2)
(f) of the Interstate Commerce Act. Section
5 of the Interstate Commerce Act has to do
with consolidation and mergers of certain
common carriers. Section 5(2) (f) applies to
the protection of employees in the consolida-
tion and mergers of rallroads. The making
of section 5(2)(f) applicable in the case of
employees of any carrier with which the
Secretary of Commerce has a contract for
a demonstration under this legislation can
have no effect upon any construction placed
upon section 5(2) (f) or section 5 or indeed
on any other provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act.

PATENT PROVISIONS

The House amendment provided that any
agreement or contract entered into by the
Secretary of Commerce under the legislation
must contain provisions that all informa-
tion, uses, processes, patents, and other
development resulting from any activity un-
dertaken pursuant to such agreement or con-
tract will be made readily available on fair
and equitable terms to the transportation
industry and industries engaging in furnish-
ing supplies to such industry. The Senate
bill had no comparable provisions. The man-
agers on the part of the Senate insisted on
the deletlon of these provisions in view of
the position which the Senate recently had
taken upon this subject, the current study
being made looking toward a general gov-
ernmental patent policy, and the assurances
which the Senate managers had received
from the Secretary of Commerce that pend-
ing the enactment of such general legisla-
tion he will carry out the President's patent
policy guidelines by including in the con-
tracts entered Into under this legislation
provisions properly protecting the public
interest by providing either for the Govern-
ment to take title to resulting patents or

. for the retention by contractors of title with
agreement to some form of licensing. In view
of such assurances, the managers on the part
of the House receded.

AUTHORITY WITH RESPECT TO COLLECTION OF
TRANSPORTATION STATISTIUS, DATA, ETC.
Both the Senate bill and the House

amendment gave the Secretary of Commerce

authority with respect to the collection of
transportation data, statistics, and other in-
formation which he determines will contrib-
ute to the ‘improvement of the mnational
transportation system. Both versions had
provisions terminating the legislation on

June 30, 1969; however, the Senate bill ex-

cepted from this termination provision the

authority granted the Secretary with

to the collection of transportation statistics,

data, and other information. The House

amendment contained no such exception.

‘While existing law provides the BSecretary

with certain authority to collect

tion statistics, in order to avold doubt after

June 30, 1969, as to the general authority

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and responsibility of the Department of
Commerce with respect to the collection of
transportation statistics, data, and other in-
formation, the provisions in the Senate bill
have been retained in the conference sub-
stitute.
OREN HARRIS,
HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
SamvuEL N, FRIEDEL,
JOHN JARMAN,
J. J. PICKLE,
JorN BeELl WILLIAMS,
DaniEL J. RONAN,
WiLriam L. SPRINGER,
SAMUEL L. DEVINE,
GLENN CUNNINGHAM,
ALBERT W. WATSON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report on the bill, S. 1588, to
provide that the Secretary of Commerce
undertake research, development, and
demonstration in high-speed ground
transportation, is a unanimous report
with all members of the Transportation
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce par-
ticipating and agreeing.

There was actually one amendment of
any substance in disagreement between
the House provisions and the Senate bill,
and that had to do with the patent provi-
sions that were included by an amend-
ment which was proposed by our distin-
guished colleague from California [Mr.
Moss]l. The Senate had a very adamant
attitude on even the limited provision
affecting the patent situation which the
conferees discussed at length with the
Senate conferees on this subject. We
had endeavored to work out a position
on this particular problem, limiting it to
making information on such patents that
might be developed under the research
contracts available to the transportation
industry and related industries, on a fair
and reasonable basis. However, the con-
ferees of the other body insisted that
this was a matter which a committee of
their body was giving study and consid-
eration to, and they contemplated an
overall policy was going to be worked
out.

They have been through this problem
within the other body on several occa-
sions, and that body has taken a very
definite position on the matter.

Therefore the conferees of the other
body were in no position to arrive at any
accommodation on this problem and they
insisted that the House language be
omitted.

In view of this fact that the conferees
were faced with, and in view of the fact
that there was a letter which was sent
by the Secretary of Commerce to the
Senate committee in which the Secre-
tary advised and gave assurance that in
the entering into contracts the Govern-
ment's position would be protected, the
House decided reluctantly then to recede
with the understanding that such a state-
ment would be included in the confer-
ence report, which you will find on
page 6.

There were some other minor disagree-
ments between the House and Senate but
they were resolved without much diffi-
culty. I might say that the language
that the House had developed in connec-
tion with this program outside of this
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g:t.ent item was almost entirely agreed
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say, Mr.
Speaker, this is practically the bill that
passed the House. There are a few very
minor amendments which we did accept
from the Senate but for the most part
this is the House bill. The Senate bill
did not contain what generally I have
called the Springer amendment which
called on the Secretary to spread as
nearly geographically and equally as
possible over the country the contracts
that would be let in the experimentation
and demonstration projects which the
Secretary would carry on pursuant to
this act. It was my feeling for some time
that in the preliminary investigation and
experimentation thus far these contracts
had not been spread around geographi-
cally nor equally. The amendment which
I proposed was accepted in committee
and was passed in the House and ac-
cepted in the conference by the Senate
and it is in the bill as it finally comes to
this House. I wanted to call this to the
attention of the House at this time and
to state that the conference report should
be adopted.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I wasa member
of the conference and I agree with the
distinguished chairman and the ranking
minority Member in everything that they
have said. This is a good bill, It is pri-
marily the bill that was passed by our
committee and passed by this body. We
had no serious disagreements and I
would certainly recommend that the con-
ference report be adopted.

Mr. HARRIS. There is just one other
provision that I would like briefly to
call attention to which has to do with
employee protection. I would like to
emphasize that, in addition fto the ex-
planation in the report of this matter,
there was some concern with the action
taken herein on employee protection in
that it might have some bearing on
some pending litigation in this field.
The conferees made it clear in the con-
ference report that the reference to
standards in this proposed legislation
taken from section 5(2) (f) of the Inter-
state Commerce Act would have no ef-
fect at all upon any construction placed
upon section 5(2) (f) or of section 5 or
any other provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report. r

The conference report was agreed fo.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. ;

TO AMEND THE FEDERAL FARM
LOAN ACT AND THE FARM CREDIT
ACT OF 1933

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the mat-
ter that I am about to call up has now
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been cleared with the minority. The
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Larpl
has assured me he has cleared it with
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DacuUE], the ranking minority member of
our committee.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (H.R. 4152) to amend the
Federal Farm Loan Act and the Farm
Credit Act of 1933 to provide means for
expediting the retirement of Govern-
ment capital in the Federal intermediate
credit banks, including an increase in
the debt permitted such banks in rela-
tion to their capital and provision for the
production credit associations to acquire
additional capital stock therein, to pro-
vide for allocating certain earnings of
such banks and associations to their
users, and for other purposes, with an
amendment of the Senate thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 2, line 9, strike out “15" and insert
sygn:

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] has asked
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill. The gentle-
man from North Carolina has stated
that he has discussed it with the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAGUE],
the ranking minority member of the
committee.

Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF
THE RED CROSS

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
8715) to authorize a contribution by the
United States to the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1016)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
B8715) to authorize a contribution by the
United States to the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lleu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
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the following: *“850,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.
DANTE B. FasScELL,
DonNALD FRASER,
Managers on the Part of the House.
FraNE CHURCH,
JosgPH 8. CLARKE,
CriFForD P. CAsE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing yotes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 8715) to authorize a
contribution by the United States to the In-
ternational Committee of the Red Cross,
submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon
by the conferees and recommended in the
accompanying conference report:

The House bill authorized an annual sum
of §76,000 as a contribution on the part of
the United States toward the expenses in-
curred by the International Committee of
the Red Cross.

The Senate amendment reduced the an-
nual sum authorized from $75,000 to $25,000,

The committee of conference agreed to
1imit the annual sum authorized to $50,000.

DANTE B. FASCELL,
DonNaLDp FRASER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, when
the bill went through the House, the
House authorized the sum of $75,000 as
the annual contribution on the part of
the United States toward the expenses
incurred by the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross.

After consideration, the other body
authorized $25,000. The committee of
conference agreed to limit the annual
sum to $50,000.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa,

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from Florida for yielding. Mr. Speaker,
I did not sign the conference report, for
two reasons.

In the first place, I am opposed to leg-
islation to start contributions on the part
of the Federal Government to the Inter-
national Red Cross. For approximately
a century, the American Red Cross has
made this country’s contributions to the
International Red Cross. I have been
unable to discover any substantial reason
why the Federal Government should em-
bark upon the business of contributing
ttl.;n the International Red Cross at this

2,

In the second place, the Senate reduced
the contribution to $25,000. Any time
that the other body shows a disposition
toward economy, to reduce the House fig-
ure involving an expenditure of public
funds, I want to accept their offer. I
insist the House conferees should have
accepted the Senate figure of $25,000
instead of raising the ante to $50,000.

Therefore, I cannot support the con-
ference report.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
ta.l?i motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.
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RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before
the House the following communication:

HouUsE OoF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1965.
The SPEAKER,
The House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MRr. SPEAKER: Because of my imme-
diate appointment as an alternate delegate
to the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions, and my prospective further duties as
U.S. Representative to the Economic and So-
cial Council of the United Nations, it would
be wise for me at this time to lighten my
responsibilities here in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

With great reluctance and regret, therefore,
I am resigning from the Select Committee on
Small Business, to which you were good
enough to appoint me. My opportunity for
service on this committee has been most en-
joyable, not only because of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, but because of its
tremendous importance to the vitality of our
country's economy—+to which I feel this com-
mittee contributes so much. I would ap-
preclate your accepting this resignation, to
be effective as of September 20, 1965.

With my very sincere and great apprecia-
tion to you and to my colleagues, I am,

Respectfully and very sincerely yours,
JAMES ROOSEVELT.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.
There was no obiection.

IS THE RUSSIAN BEAR SKINNING
UNCLE SAM? '

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, on June
16, 1951, this distinguished body enacted
legislation prohibiting the importation of
Russian ermine and other skins such as
fox and mink from the Soviet Union and
Red China. The same prohibition was
reenacted and continued in 1962. It has
come to my attention that our neighbor
to the north, the Dominion of Canada,
has been importing these skins from the
Soviet Union and Red China, making
them into finished garments, and export-
ing them in great quantity to the United
States. The whole matter was brought
to my attention by a constituent, Mr.
Ernest Graf ,a fur merchant who lives in
Sands Point, Long Island, N.¥Y. I ask
leave fo include a letter to Mr. Graf’s
firm, Ben Kahn Furs Corp., 150 West 30th
Street, New York, N.Y., from a Montreal
concern offering for sale at wholesale fur
garments made from Russian ermine.

Mr. Speaker, if there is no restriction
on the importation of finished garments
from Canada made from skins from Rus-
sia or China, then we are defeating the
intent of our legislation prohibiting di-
rect importation from such nations. If
it remains the intent of this body to pro-
hibit importation of these skins in an ef-
fort to curtail the Communist-controlled
fur industry abroad, then this situation
requires immediate action.



24296

I would say to my fellow Members of
this august body, if we are importing
from Canada finished garments made
from skms which cannot be legally im-
ported into the United States, Uncle Sam
and the fur merchants and consumers of
America are the ones getting skinned.

The letter follows:

BrooEs-BURNETT, INC.,
July 20, 1965.
Ben EAHN,
New York, N.Y.

Dear Sms: We have become aware that
while U.S. manufacturers cannot import
white Russlan ermine skins, they can bring
in ready-made garments.

As one of Canada’s leading manufacturers,
we are speclalists in the fleld of Russian er-
mine and feel that we can offer you a selec-
tion of outstanding garments. Our coats are
made by the London method which is world
renowned.

Should this matter be of any interest
to you, either Mr, Ellis Brooks or myself
would be delighted to come to New York and
discuss the matter further.

Yours sincerely,
PETER BURNETT,
Brooks-Burnett, Inc.

SURVEY OF OPINION, NINTH DIS-
TRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?
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Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, again this year, it has been
my privilege to conduect a survey of opin-
ion in the Ninth Congressional District
of North Carolina concerning major is-
sues confronting the country. All of
these issues were pending before the
Congress at the time this poll was begun
in July.

The questionnaire was distributed
widely throughout the 11 counties of the
Ninth Distriet. No effort was made to re-
strict its distribution to a selected mail-
ing list. It has been my purpose to solicit
a broad expression of opinion from in-
dividuals regardless of their political
party affiliation or their position in the
conservative-liberal spectrum.

The poll represents the tabulation of
5,453 responses, all of which have been
studied and analyzed during the past sev-
eral weeks. This is a large and random
sample of the total population of the
district and I believe it is an excellent
barometer of public opinion in my area
at this time.

A very large proportion of those re-
sponding have taken the time to add a
thoughtful discussion of one, several, or
all of the issues in the questionnaire. Al-
though there is no way to group such
comments in statistical form, they have
been most helpful to me as I have studied
the legislation arising on these questions.

It is also gratifying that so many of
those participating have explained that
they have never before expressed their
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questionnaire has increased the com-
munication between the people of the
district and their representative in Con-
gress is beyond doubt.

Among the general opinions expressed,
the most persistent view involved a deep-
ening concern about the expansion of
Federal power and authority in many
fields. Although the poll did not include
a question concerning the antipoverty
program, many hundreds of comments
critical of the alleged political manipula-
tion of the program were received. Par-
ticular resentment was expressed by low-
income families who feel that their tax
money is financing grandiose schemes
wherein principal benefits are going to
the politically faithful rather than to the
poor people of the country.

On the question of foreign pelicy, the
poll disclosed support for a strong stand
against Communist expansion in Viet-
nam and support for the President’s de-
cision to send troops to the Dominican
Republic. Policies which will eliminate
the possibility of another Communist
beachhead in this hemisphere were urged
in many penetrating comments included
in the replies.

As in last year’s poll, the tabulation
indicates decisive thinking in the district
on these particular issues. Responses in
13 out of the 18 questions showed 60 per-
cent or more lining up on one side or the
other on given issues.

A complete analysis of the result of the

There was no objection. views to an elected official. That this 1965 poll is as follows:
Yes No No opinion
1. Do you favor the decision to send U.8, troops to the Dominican Republic in the recent civil war in that country?_ ... 7.2 25.7 3.1
2, Based on Fom— understanding of the situation in Vietnam, should the United States—
(a) Withdraw all U.8. troops and military assistancee?. . o oo i ccecccmenaamamaeae a 16.1
b) Seek immediate negotiations with the Communists, without prior conditions, for a settlement of the conflict?_ ... ... - ) e [T e et
¢) Continue present ]'&yollcy of large-scale support to South Vietnam and the bombing of North Viet ; i -~ 7 o P S 2.6
3. Should the United States loosen present restrictions to encourage expanded trade with Communist-bloe countries?. .o oovoeoccaccaan 19.2 75.6 5.2
4, Do you favor further disarmament agreements with the SBovlet Unlon?___ . .. 310 60.4 8.6
5. Do you favor repeal of sec, 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act which grants States the right to enact laws allowing employees to refrain from
1n§)r union membership as a condition for continned employment?. ... oo e ammemm e seomeme———————————— 28:7 70.0 4.3
6. Shﬁ)uld our 1rnn‘rngratiol;1 laws be changed to admit aliens on the basis of skills rather than the present system of yearly quotas arranged &1 i A
D e i, e oot 3 G e ok SN, 0 = e T . o TR T B AT TR | ol il TR - ot TSN =T 1 . ’
3 Doyou t,l? ti ing Federal control over firearms to prohibit their shipment in interstate commerce exeept by importers, man-
ufacturers, and dealers licensed by the Treasury Departmment?. o oo e st ce s mma——m—————————————— 52.5 4.7 2.8
8. Do you believe basic pay rates for our military personnel should be raised on an average of
LU B SR e L e, TR O e MR TS o T AT R LN E TS T S TSR Tl Bl LA 69.5 22.7 7.8
9. Do yggi {)sl;rm' the principle that salaries of Federal employees should be comparable with salaries in private industry for similar re- e ind s
sponsibIlEIeaY . T e s o e S T e e TR e L, . s .
10. Are you in favor of increasing the Federal minimum wage rate from the present $1.25 per hour to $1.507_____________________.......__ 45.9 49.7 4.4
11. Do you approve of legislation empowering Federal officers to register voters, without regard to State requirements, in States and
counties where literacy tests are required and where less than 50 percent of the persons of voting age were registered and/or
November 19647________________ e e s A s i G B S S RS s L T P e e e ey 12.6 85.2 2.2
12. Should the Federal Government begin a ?rogrmn of rent subsidies for middle-income families?_ ... _._____________.__ 12.4 811 6.5
13. Do you agree that the Constitution should be amended to permit the people in the individual States to apportion 1
P DTS T LT T T i o] P D e ey o SR AR e o ot LT S i i TR i 1 | RS T X 4.2 5L.0 7.8
14. onuld you support a GI bill to provide educational benefits for veterans who have served in the Armed Forces since the end of the o w oy
e P T T O N e SR S T L SRR A T U S S e . -
15, Dm& favor a continuation of subsidies to assure that U.8. textile manufacturers can buy raw cotton at the same price it is sold to g tar 40
T RLIIEY o o e e o 3 i g i e S e - i e s i A -0 s S T e g . .
16. Would you sup| an extension of the wheat certificate program ineluding an increase in the Government support price of wheat by
50 cents a husm:iw wheat farmers and an accompanying increase in the cost of wheat products?. . ..o cec e ccecacamans 20.5 65.6 13.9
17. Are you in favor of legislation to increase wxgp@n&atm for veterans with service-connected disabilities?. oo oo emcmaae 67.4 25.6 7.0
18. Do you favor a program of $70 million in direct Federal scholarship grants for college students?. 35.3 60.4 4.3

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr, LATRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr, . Mr. Speaker, I take this
time in order to inquire of the distin-
guished majority leader what is the pro-
gram for the remainder of this week and
for the next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will my
friend yield?

Mr. LAIRD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, in re-
sponse to the distinguished gentleman’s
inquiry, we have finished the legislative
program for this week, and it will be my
purpose, after announcing the program,
to ask to go over until next Monday.

The program for next week is as fol-
lows:

Monday is Consent Calendar Day.

There are nine suspensions, as fol-
lows:

H.R.10873: Group life insurance for
the uniformed services.

House Resolution 560: Sense of the
House of Representatives relative to in-
ternational communism in the Western
Hemisphere.

S. 664: Providing for the disposition
of judgment funds of the Klamath and’
Modoc Tribes and Yakooskin Band of
Snake Indians.
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H.R. 2020: Southern Nevada water
project, Nevada.

H.R. 23: Authorizing the initiation of
a program for the conservation, develop-
ment, and enhancement of the Nation's
anadromous fish.

S. 1623: Protection of fish and wild-
life from pesticides.

S. 944: Marine Resources and Engi-
neering Development Act of 1965.

H.R. 10238: Service Contract Act of
1965.

H.R.9830: Amending Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act to
permit reimbursement to a State or po-
litical subdivision for sidewalk repair
and replacement.

Mr, Speaker, these suspensions may
not necessarily be called up in this order.

Also on Monday there will be H.R.
9247, HemisFair 1968, to be considered
under an open rule with 1 hour of de-
bate; and H.R. 30, Inter-American Cul-
tural and Trade Center, to be considered
under an open rule with 1 hour of
debate.

Tuesday is Private Calendar Day.

For Tuesday and the balance of the
week: -

5. 2300, river and harbor, beach ero-
sion, flood control projects, and water
supply, to be considered under an open
rule, waiving points of order, with 3
hours of debate. That is the omnibus
rivers and harbors and flood control bill.

H.R. 7371, to amend the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956, to be considered
under an open rule with 4 hours of de-
bate.

H.R. 10232, rural water and sanitation
facilities, to be considered under an open
rule waiving points of order, with 2
hours of debate.

S. 2294, Extension of Wheat Agree-
ment Act, to be considered under an
open rule with 1 hour of debate.

S. 306, Clean Air and Solid Waste Dis-
posal Acts, to be considered under an
open rule with 2 hours of debate.

H.R. 3140, Heart Disease, Cancer, and
Stroke Amendments of 1965, to be con-
sidered under an open rule with 3 hours
of debate.

This announcement, of course, is made
subject to the usual reservation that con-
ference reports may be brought up at any
time and that any further program may
be announced later.

I must advise Members that there will
be conference reports, and some very im-
portant ones, next week.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 20, 1965

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
DISPENSED WITH
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to dispense with
business in order on Calendar Wednes-
day of next week.
OXI—1532
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

BEN F. JENSEN

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Towa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp of this morning
I find reference to ‘“the late Ben F.
Jensen, of Iowa.”

I am sure this was an inadvertent or
typographical error. I am pleased to
announce fo the House that our former
colleague, Ben Jensen, is hale and
hearty, and as active in politics as ever.

RESTORE POSTAL SERVICE TO
AMERICA

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr, LaNGEN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.’

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, now that
the Post Office Department has shame-
fully confessed its political spoils system
in hiring summer youths, and has agreed
to reveal their names, perhaps the
Washington planners can find a little
time to provide a bit of mail service to
the Nation, After all, service should be
the prime concern of these people, and
it is time they were reminded that pres-
ent policies are providing little of that
important commodity.

It was just 216 months ago that the
Department planners implemented their
grand scheme for America, and the re-
sulting confusion and mounting exam-
ples of deteriorating service is almost
unbelievable. I said at that time that
mail service would suffer, especially in
rural America, and the mountain of mail
that has accumulated since indicates
that service, indeed, has suffered.

I have a long list of examples of the
complaints I continue to get. For in-
stance, a superintendent in one of our
schools needed an application blank for
the National Defense Education Act.
He finally got it 9 days after it was post-
marked from a city just 150 miles away.
The delay could have cost his school
thousands of dollars, and would have if
other Government people had not rec-
ognized the problems being faced by
users of the mails and given him an ex-
tension of time. The same superintend-
ent experienced a similar delay in the
mails this past August when he at-
tempted to communicate with a pros-
pective teacher. He lost the teacher in
the process and did not obtain a replace-
ment until a week after school opened.

I hear regularly from our local news-
paper editors who are justifiably con-
cerned over the decreased service they
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get these days. They now have the
added expense of sacking their own mail,
waiting needless extra days to receive
mats and pictures through the mail, and
then are rewarded with complaints from
their subscribers who fail to receive their
papers within a reasonable time. Ex-
amples along this line even include de-
livery of a paper through the mail to a
man a block away from the newspaper
office. The mail, sacked by the newspa-
per, goes to a neighboring town first and
then this man’s paper is trucked back to
f:ze local post office. As one editor put

A newspaper that isn't delivered to a read-

er is about as useless as anything we can
think of.

About the only things more useless are
the Washington planners who keep tell-
ing us that our mail service is better
than ever.

I note, Mr. Speaker, that the Post Of-
fice Department wants a supplemental
appropriation with which to hire an ad-
ditional 13,200 career employees to
handle what they call the increased vol-
ume of mail. If they are to be hired on
the same basis as the summer employees,
I would say to forget it. They would be
too busy politicking to be of much help
to the harassed postal workers of the Na-
tion who are forced to suffer under a sys-
tem they did not create.

What we need most in the country is
a change in policy that will restore the
postal service to its former efficiency
when neither hail, wind, dark of night of
the ZIP code number could keep your
mail from reaching its destination on
time.

As one of my constituents put it re-
cently:

We spend money like mad to get to the
moon or unite capsules in space, but we can-
not devise a rellable plan to send a small
piece of mail just 26 miles down the road.

I suggest we not only can, but must,
devise such a system, and it is time for
tl}t:h D&Dartment to forget politics and get
W .

ARE WE UP TO IT?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Epwarps] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the recent incident in which our
State Department was acutely embar-
rassed in first denying and then admit-
ting a charge made against us by the
Singapore Prime Minister suggests once
again that perhaps the United States is
simply not meeting the tests of world
leadership, particularly in Asia.

Furthermore, it appears likely that
other nations have understood this for
some time, and we as Americans have not
grasped it yet. There must be a strong
feeling in halls of governments around
the world that the Johnson administra-
tion, like the Kennedy administration
before it, lacks a basic understanding of
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how to handle U.S. relations with Asian
nations.

Two days ago Pakistan's Government
issued a sharp challenge to us to use our
influence to stop the Pakistan-India con-
flict. There may be several meanings at-
tached to that challenge. But whatever
else it may be, it is an indication of the
low respect with which Asian nations
view our ability to adequately deal with
Asian affairs.

The Singapore affair is further dis-
cussed in the following editorial from
the Birmingham Post Herald of Septem-
ber 9:

Foor 1¥n UncLE'Ss MoOUTH

Every once in a while, somebody opens his
mouth and puts his foot, not in it, but in
Uncle Sam’'s. That hurts us all.

We don’t know the exact ins and outs of
the charge by Singapore Prime Minister Lee
Kuan Yew that back in 1960 a bribe of §3
million was offered by a CIA agent and that
later a letter of apolog arrived from in-
coming Secretary of State Dean Rusk, along
with a statement that the new Kennedy
administration would not countenance such
goings on.

We do know that both at the State De-
partment and in Malaysia on Tuesday, U.S.
spokesmen denied flatly that the incident
ever occurred. And that on Wednesday, the
State Department discovered the Rusk let-
ter after Lee revealed he had not only a
copy of it but a tape recording of conversa-
tions with the CIA agent.

The point at issue is not to criticize Mr.
Lee, who apparently brought up the matter
for domestic political reasons, Nor is it to
castigate the CIA, since details of the original
affair are obscure.

What bothers us—and considerably—is
that the State Department could be so posi-
tive on one day that nothing of the sort
ever happened and so positive on the next
day that it did.

In the famous U-2 incldent which also
occurred in 1960, misrepresentation by U.S.
officials made this country look ridiculous in
the eyes of the world, Handling of this
latest affailr gives us reason to wonder if
our official spokesmen really have learned
anything since then.

I want also to include in my remarks
an editorial on the same subject which
was broadcast over stations WBRC and
WEBRC-TV in Birmingham on Septem-
ber 8:

No EsSPIONAGE EXPERTS—THE UNITED STATES

Once again the United States has jumped
into a situation involving foreign relations
with both left feet. Why do we always have
to get caught in a lie, and then turn around
and admit it, branding ourselves as liars be-
fore the whole world?

What if we did want information available
in Singapore in 1960 bad enough to pay §3
million for it? We are engaged in the in-
telligence business, and we'd better stay in it
as effectively as possible.

We don't know what prompted Singapore’s
Prime Minister, Lee Kuan Yew to bring up
the matter of a State Department apology
dated April 15, 1961, at this late date, but
he minced no words over the State Depart-
ment’s denial of his charges that the U.S.
Government offered him a 3 million bribe to
keep quiet about the arrest of a Central
Intelligence Agency operative who allegedly
tried to buy state secrets. Lee said the
U.S. Government was stupidly denying the
“undeniable” and threatened documentation.
At this point the State Department ad-
mitted the whole incident.

If our State Department does not yet know
that to the oriental mind honor and face
come before even life itself, it’s time they
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learned. Prime Minister Lee could not have
done other than he did, throwing the mat-
ter full in the face of the U.S. Government.

This is getting to be too much of a habit
with our country: President Eisenhower and
the U-2 flights over Russla, first denled,
then admitted; President Kennedy and the
missiles in Cuba, first denied, then admitted.

It would be much better if we announced to
all that we intend to use any means at hand
to gain the information necessary for our
continued survival and well-being. Doesn’t
everyone?

ARMED FORCES INSIGHT TO THE
RESERVES DISPUTE

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HosMER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, now that
Secretary McNamara has announced he
will continue to seek the merger of the
Armed Forces Reserves and National
Guard, the following series of three fine
articles on the problem are again per-
tinent. Mr. Everett W. Hosking, author
of the series has for many years been
regarded as one of the Nation’s out-
standing experts concerning the subject
about which he has written.

The three-part series follows:

THE “QUIET” WAR OVER OUR RESERVES—PART 1
(By Everett W. Hosking)

‘While crises grow and manpower shrinks,
what some say is one of the most important
batties in history is going on—almost with-
out notice—in Washington.

The battle is over Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara's plan to realine the re-
serve structure of the Armed Forces of the
United States.

Secretary McNamara's opponents, pointing
out that the citizen soldier has historleally
been the backbone of the Nation's defense,
say that the strong-willed Defense Secre-
tary is out to scuttle the Nation's reserve
forces.

Regardless of the motive, ultimate out-
come of the proposed realinement will di-
rectly affect nearly 70,000 men and women
in the greater Long Beach-Orange County
area.

This figure includes men of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps Reserve
and members of the California National
Guard.

Of immediate importance to all branches
of the Reserve are hearings being conducted
in Washington by a subcommittee of the
House Military Affairs Committee headed by
Congressman F, Epwarp HEBERT on a pro-
posal to transfer men of the Army Reserve
into the National Guard of the various States.
Outcome of this hearing will unquestionably
affect the other branches of the Reserve
forces.

A similar proposal to transfer the Air
Force Reserve into the Air National Guard
scheduled to be announced in January has
been held in abeyance—presumably to see
how the proposed Army-Natlonal Guard
merger fares.

While the Navy and Marine Corps Reserv-
ists have not been mentloned, many reserv-
ists feel that the doom of the other two Re-
serve services will seal the fate of the Navy
and Marine Reservists,

The transfer to the National Guard of the
Army Reserves would directly affect 3,519
officers and 22,508 enlisted men in Los An-
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geles and Orange counties who are now af-
fillated with the Army Reserve.

Basically, Secretary McNamara's proposal
regarding the Army Reserve would reduce
their strength by 150,000 men who would
be transferred to the National Guard and
eliminate 21 Army Reserve combat divisions.
Those who did not transfer would be retained
in a pool monitored by a central headquar-
ters but would receive no training other
than correspondence courses.

Secretary McNamara claims that the
changes would significantly improve the
early deployment capability and the combat
readiness of the Reserve, that the plan brings
the Reserve structure in line with the con-
tingency war plans and the related equip-
ment program; the plan would produce in-
creased readiness of units in the Reserve
and the National Guard and primarily that
the plan would streamline the management
structure of the Army Reserve Forces and
would result in a cost savings of $160 million
a year,

One of the chief complaints about Mc-~
Namara's proposal was that it was con-
celved in secrecy and “broken” to newsmen
on December 12, 1964 when Congress was not
in session and that it bypassed the Reserve
Policy Committee which is set up by law to
supervise the Reserve structure.

The Reserve Officers Association has
pointed out that only the Congress of the
United States can make major changes in the
statutory structure and policy of the mili-
tary—yet this decision was made before the
national election and the decision was an-
nounced after the election and while Con-
gress was not in session.

They charge that “historically it has been
proven that control and command of all
miiltary forces committed to the defense of
the Nation must rest with the Armed Serv-
ices. To propose the fragmentation of this
authority among 52 National Guard jurisdic-
tions will result in organization chaos, de-
terioration of combat readiness, and the ero-
sion of every purpose of these men and
weapons.”

Chairman HEBERT of the congressional sub-
committee hearing testimony on the merger
says this:

“The Government of the United States
belongs to the people who must stake their
property and their lives in its defense. They
have a right to know—within the limits of
securlty—about all the behind-the-scenes
maneuvers which affect their national secu-
rity and pose dangers to it. I am determined
that this knowledge shall be theirs.

“The question at issue 1s not the merit nor
lack of merit of this newly and secretly con-
cocted plan, but the stealthy manner in
which it was concelved and prepared and
then fed to those who should have been
consulted when the plan was in its embry-
onic stage,

“The statement by Secretary McNamara
that this plan will save $150 million is like
too many other statements which he makes
about savings but which are, in reality, as
phony as a three dollar bill. If he is correct
in his allegations, he should be anxious to
have the opportunity to put his cards on the
table face up so that all might see. There
must be a reason why he consistently fails to
take the Congress and other responsible
groups and individuals into his confidence.

“Two years ago the House Armed Services
Committee, in its report on the Reserve re-
organization, observed that Secretary Mc-
Namara was not drapec with the cloak of in-
fallibility nor did he enjoy the wisdom of the
Deity. That observation becomes more valid
with the passing of each day.”

“MiILITARY CONFLICT'—RESERVE, GUARD IN
BITTER SPLIT—PART 2
(By Everett W. Hosking)

The battle in Washington over Secretary
McNamara’s proposal to merge the Army
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Reserve into the National Guards of the
various States has done one thing so far—it
has created a wide split between the Guard
and the Reserve.

Where the two branches—the Army Re-
serve and the National Guard—used to work
in a spirit of friendly competition, the two
are now battling furiously at hearings being
held by a subcommittee of the House Armed
Services Committee being held by Congress-
man F. EDWARD HEBERT.

And watching anxiously as the battle pro-
ceeds are approximately 27,000 Army Re-
servists and over 10,000 California National
Guardsmen In Los Angeles and Orange
Counties.

Watching from the sidelines with intense
interest are nearly 30,000 members of the
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve, and about
7,000 members of the Air Force Reserve.

No estimates of Reservists carried on re-
tired or inactive lists in this area were avail-
able, but sources indicate that it will run
into many, many thousands.

Recently, Maj. Gen. Winston P. Wilson,
head of the National Guard Bureau and a
member of the Air National Guard, testified
that the consolidation of the Reserves and
the National Guard has widespread support
throughout the United States.

Pentagon officers, almost to a man, have
supported Secretary McNamara's proposals.

“If they don’t they lose their jobs,” say
the reservists.

Only outspoken opposition to the plan
comes, significantly, from Maj. Gen, W. J.
Sutton, Chief of the Army Reserves, who
told the House subcommittee investigating
the proposed merger that he personally is
opposed to the Pentagon plan.

He also testified that the merger proposal
had been under study in the Pentagon vir-
tually a month before he knew anything
about it.

While the Pentagon has claimed that vir-
tually all of the States are backing the plan,
both the Texas and Oklahoma State Legis-
latures have adopted resolutions opposed to
the merger of the Reserve and the National
Guard.

Former President Harry S. Truman has
come out openly saying, “I don't think the
idea is practical.”

Neil M. McElroy, the Nation's Secretary of
Defense under part of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, declined to criticize directly the
Pentagon plan, but said:

“The Governors like to think of the Na-
tional Guard as their private army."”

The Department of Defense claims that the
early deployment capability and combat
readiness of the Reserve will be significantly
improved.

Reservists insist that the National Guard
divisions manned predominantly by partly
trained personnel with no prior active duty
will be substituted for Army Reserve divisions
that are presently manned by a hard core of
officers and men with extensive active duty
experience. The plan, they say, actually sub-
stitutes inexperience for experience and will
radically lower combat readiness and early
deployment capability.

Defense officials say that the plan brings
the Reserve structure in line with the con-
tingency war plans and the related equip-
ment program.

Reservists say that our mobilization base
should be structured to counter enemy capa-
bilities; not what economy minded comptrol-
lers may concelve the enemy’s intentions to
be. They say neither the Joint Chiefs of
Staff nor the Army military planners respon-
sible for Reserve mobilization produced or
conceived this plan.

Defense Department insists that the plan
would produce increased readiness of the
units in the Reserve and National Guard.

Reservists counter that this statement is
obviously without validity for it will destroy
the units of the Army Reserve.
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SPECIALISTS NEEDED—PUBLIC IS LOSER IN ARMY
FEUD
(By Everett W. Hosking)

Whatever the outcome in Washington in

the power struggle between Defense Secre-

McNamara and the Congress of the
United States over proposed merger of the
Army Reserve into the National Guard, most
likely loser in the battle appears to be the
American public.

Officers on both sides of the fence have
been trying to implant the idea that both
the State militia-type organizations, the Na-
tional Guard, and the Army Reserve are
needed, particularly in view of the wide-
spread manpower commitments of the United
States around the globe.

They point out that the Reserve s dif-
ferent from the Guard in that the Reserve
has been a system through which the most
highly tralned specialists in the country
could be retained on a standby basis, sub-
ject to immediate recall.

It has been pointed out that hundreds of
top experts in all flelds commanding big
money stay committed only because of the
appeal of national service. They point out
that the Regular Army cannot begin to train
officers to take over these speclalties and it
cannot engage in wartime activity without
calling them up.

They stress that no top-flight specialist
feels drawn to a system which is primarily
State administered and controlled, where
political acceptability outweighs military
competence.

However, there appears to be even wider
divergence on what manpower needs of the
United States are.

One side points out that the worsening
situation in Vietnam and the Caribbean to-
gether with regular commitments like Ber-
lin and North Korea have hit the services
just when they are having trouble recruit-
ing men.

On the other hand another Washington
writer who covers the Department of De-
fense insists that the deployment of U.S.
troops to Vietnam leaves virtually intact the
major strategic forces in the United States.

These “major strategic forces” are listed at
137,000 men—slightly less than the 150,000
that Secretary McNamara plans to lop off the
Army Reserve.

Adm. David L. McDonald, Chief of Naval
Operations, said recently in Washington that
“It is a well-known fact that we are losing
each year around 100,000 of our 670,000 offi-
cers and enlisted men * * *. I see no less-
ening of the commitments which have been
imposed on the Navy.”

The Army is in much the same fix as the
Navy. And in addition it has two divisions
pinned down in Korea; it has five divisions
and the equivalent of a sixth in Germany, a
good portion of another in the Dominlcan
Republic, one on alert in Hawali—all this
plus new major troop commitments in Viet-
nam,

The Marines have much the same global
commitments as the Army and are in need
of manpower. They will probably renew
their request for 6,000 additional men, cut
in half by Secretary McNamara for the up-
coming budget.

The Air Force is plagued by retention
troubles—although their manpower re-
quests are less because it required fewer
men than other services in relation to its
job. The Air Force, however, loses a large
number of highly skilled men each year to
private industry.

Loss of manpower is a problem for the
military—and some authorities insist that
with the abolition of the Reserve structure
they might lose a great many of their
draftees.

About 65 percent of the 267,000 men in the
Army Reserve are 6-month trainees—those
who elected to take 6 months’ active duty
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and obligate themselves to 6 years’ service in
the Ready Reserve rather than 2 years of
active service usually accorded draftees. The
majority of these men have no desire to con-
tinue longer than their required military
service.

This will present a problem because the
Government must transfer them to the Na-
tional Guard or find some other way for them
to complete their obligated service.

This may be tricky, legally, because the
National Guard is an all-volunteer outfit.
It is doubtful that the Pentagon can force
these men to join the Guard—yet they can't
complete their service in the Standby
Reserve.

It all boils down to a big headache for all
concerned.

The Reserve Officers Assoclation, in seeking
harmony, points out that "“Ill feeling, sus-
picion, and disharmony have been spread in
the struggle for power, the like of which has
rarely been seen along the Potomaec.

“It seems to us that now is the time to call
off this entire proposal, admit it was a mis-
take, and seek to build again the good will
which had surely become self-evident. It is
time to call upon National Guardsmen,
Reservists, and the Regulars in the military
to seek a new dedication to national unity,
and display this resolute will to resist aggres-
slon and to establish a world climate in
which national survival will not be a con-
stant worry. We may need every experienced
military individual this country has, or can
produce. It is time to build, not tear down.”

COMMENTS OF PFC. VERNAL JACOBS
ON THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. REIn] may
extend her remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
although there might be a few American
civilians who still question whether the
United States should continue to help
the South Vietnamese in their struggle
against Communist aggression, the brave
young Americans who are being sent to
fight there appear to understand full well
that they are really fighting for our
freedom.

Vernal Jacobs of Ottawa, Ill., is a con-
stituent of mine, and is one of these
brave Americans scheduled to go to
South Vietnam with the 1st Infantry
Division. He and all other fine Ameri-
cans who are called upon to sacrifice so
much for us and for the entire free
world deserve our gratitude, our prayers,
and our full support. We, too, must be
willing to make sacrifices and must not
let them down in any way.

When Private First Class Jacobs was
home on a 5-day leave, he was asked by
the Ottawa Daily Republican-Times how
he felt about going to Vietnam. His an-
swer to that question was so impressive
that I want to share it with my colleagues
and all Americans. Private First Class
Jacobs’ comments follow:

I feel it’s the right thing to do. I'm really
sorry to hear about the kids 18, 19, 20 years
old who don't think it's worth going over
there for. All the members of the division
feel the same way. We know why we're
fighting.
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We appreciate we can go into any church
in this country and worship as we want.

If we don’t stop these Reds now we will
have to deal with them some other place
and some other time. We're golng over 1o
get this thing over. It's the right thing to
do, definitely. It all boils down to the fact
we're fighting for our freedom. Maybe it
could have been avolded, but we'ra in it and
I feel we should do the best we can to free
these Vietnamese people, They want free-
dom as badly as we do.

This Communist thing is like cancer. If
we're not careful it will destroy us. Life is
precious but you've got to have some princi-
ples.

MAJ. GEN. WILHELM VON STEUBEN

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to call the attention of the House to
the fact that today is the 235th anni-
versary of the birth of Maj. Gen. Wil-
helm von Steuben, an outstanding Ger-
man military leader whose contributions
to the achievement of American inde-
pendence were invaluable. If is signifi-
cant that we also commemorate on Sep-
tember 17 the anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Constitution since Von Steu-
ben’'s achievements during the revolu-
tionary period helped make our freedom
possible.

To this outstanding man, principle
was so much more important than per-
sonal gain that he came to our land to
help the Americans in their struggle for
independence and gave his services to the
Continental Congress without charge.
He evidenced such ardent loyalty to the
American revolutionary forces and the
ideals for which they were fighting that
Gen. George Washington, learning of the
practical knowledge and experience in
military matters which Von Steuben pos-
sessed, chose him to be the Acting Inspec-
tor General of the American Army and
put him in charge of training our troops.

The leadership and professional train-
ing he contributed to the American inde-
pendence movement was indeed invalu-
able. In addition to distinguishing him-
self at the battles of Monmouth and
Yorktown and in his work training the
American soldiers, he wrote a basic train-
ing manual entitled “Regulations for the
Order and Discipline of the Troops of the
United States.”

After our independence was achieved,
General von Steuben continued his serv-
ice to our country, becoming a citizen,
and aiding George Washington in work-
ing out preparations for the defense of
the United States and the mobilization
of our Armed Forces. The letter of com-
mendation for his services to the United
States which he received from General
Washington was our first President’s last
official act before relinquishing his com-
mand of the Army in 1783.

In noting General von Steuben’s
many accomplishments today, we join
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the members of the Steuben Society of
America in paying tribute to this patriot
whose prineiples, democratic spirit, and
achievement serve as an inspiration to us
to rededicate ourselves to the doctrines of
the Constitution and the ideals on which
this great country was founded.

JOHN J. PERSHING MEMORIAL

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. HuiLl may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HULL, Mr. Speaker, legislation
to provide for a memorial to Gen. John
J. Pershing in our Nation's Capitol was
first introduced in 1949. I have spon-
sored such legislation since 1956. This
proposal has the enthusiastic support of
the major veterans’ organizations of men
who served under him and of the in-
numerable citizens who remember with
gratitude his services to our country.
However, the Pershing Memorial remains
unauthorized while lesser figures are
honored. A current obstacle to action
on the memorial has been indecision over
the future development of Pennsylvania
Avenue in the area which includes the
preferred site. To expedite action on
the Pershing Memorial, I have intro-
duced a bill, HR. 10107, permitting con-
sideration of other sites for its location.
I am pleased that the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States endorses my
position that action on the Pershing Me-
morial should no longer be delayed while
excellent sites are available. Under
leave to extend my remarks, I would like
to include the resolution adopted at the
66th National Convention of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars of the United
States concerning the Pershing
Memorial, with this letter from Mr.
Francis W. Stover, director, national
legislative service of the VFW:

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
September 14, 1965.
Hon. W. R. HuLL, Jr.,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR ConNGRESSMAN HuwrL: This is to ad-
vise that the Veterans of Foreign Wars has
by national convention mandate endorsed
legislation to erect a memorial to Gen. John
J. Pershing somewhere here in Washington.

Our organization has long supported leg-
islation to erect a Pershing Memorial on the
lot bounded by 14th, 156th, and E Streets
and Pennsylvania Avenue NW. It now ap-
pears this lot may be swollowed up in the
vision contemplated by the planners who are
going to overhaul Pennsylvania Avenue be-
tween now and the year 2000.

If Congress will not appropriate the money
to erect a Pershing Memorial on this square,
then an alternative is necessary. The VFW
alternative is embodied in resolution No.
254, a copy of which is enclosed.

It is the hope of the Veterans of Forelgn
Wars that a memorial to this great American
will be erected without any further delay.
You have the support of the VFW of H.R.
10107, although it should be pointed out
that our resolution No. 254 limits location
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for the memorial to the city of Washington,
D.C.
With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,
Francis W. Stoves,
Director, National Legislative Service.

REesoLuTION 254
Resolution on Pershing Memorial

Whereas Gen. John J. Pershing was in
charge of the American Expeditionary Forces
during World War I; and

Whereas General Pershing was honored by
all the Allied Powers for his contribution in
the victory of World War I; and

Whereas Gen. John J. Pershing was ranked
as “General of the Armies of the United
States”; and

Whereas General Pershing devoted the re-
mainder of his life to the U.S. Army as Chief
of Staff until his retirement; and

Whereas General Pershing was instru-
mental in the American forces serving as a
unit in World War I; and

Whereas in the District of Columbia monu-
ments have been erected to lesser military
figures; and

Whereas there is no monument to General
Pershing in the District of Columbia, our
Nation’s Capital; and

Whereas Public Law 461-84 authorized the
Battle Monuments Commission to select a
site and provide a design for the Pershing Me-
morial; and

Whereas the designated site has become
involved in a long-range plan for the remo-
vation of Pennsylvania Avenue in the District
of Columbia; and

Whereas the indecision of the proposed
renovation of Pennsylvania Avenue is further
delaying erection of a Pershing Memorial;
and

Whereas there has been legislation intro-
duced which will immediately authorize erec-
tion of a Pershing Memorial on a proper
site: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the 66th National Convention
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States, That we support legislation which
would authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to provide for the erection of the memorial
to Gen. John J. Pershing on a parcel of fed-
erally owned land in the District of Columbia,
and that appropriate funds be made avall-
able to carry out the erectlon of this
memorial.

RURAL LIFE IN AMERICA TODAY
AND OUR METROPOLITAN PROB-
LEMS

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RESNICK] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr, Speaker, I think
it is essential to call to the attention of
the American people, and particularly
our policymekers here in Washington,
a letter to the editor of the New York
Times from Mr. James G. Patton, the
distinguished president of the National
Farmers Union, the Nation’s largest farm
organization.

In his letter he draws a clear, straight
line of cause and effect between the con-
dition of rural life in America today and
the explosive problems faced by all of our
major cities. Because this relaticnship
has often been completely ignored, we
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have found the U.S. Government apply-
ing policies to one segment of the Na-
tion that was adding to the difficulties
of another segment—while at the same
time spending millions to find solutions
to these problems.

We will never be able te solve the
problems caused by population pressures
in the big cities until we establish poli-
cies and programs that will stop driving
rural Americans off the farms and small
towns, into the cities.

We cannot separate urban problems
from rural problems. They are, to a
great extent, two sides of the same coin.
We are indebted to Mr. Patton for re-
minding us of this fact.

His letter follows:

Amp TO RURAL AREAS
AUGUST 23, 1965.
To the EpITOR:

The Los Angeles riots, costing a quarter
billion dollars and 31 dead, are a direct re-
sult of a tragic migration of 13 million people
off the farms and into overcrowded cities.

And migration is continuing. It is sched-
uled to crowd 10 million more untrained, ill-
prepared rural people—one-fifth of them
Negro—into the Nation's cities, to breed un-
employment, slum poverty and the aggrava-
tion of an already critical civil rights prob-
lem.

We can expect riots in other cities—many
serious riots costing hundreds of millions of
dollars and untold social loss—if we just
continue to allow surplus human beings to
pile up in the cities’ deadends.

While the antipoverty program fries to
disperse people by getting young men off of
city streets and out into the countryside to
relieve the social pressure, certain farm ad-
visers urge the Department of Agriculture
to hasten the elimination of small farmers
and herd them into the cities. This is costly,
irresponsible nonsense. .

I am calling on the leaders of the Agricul-
ture Committees of the Senate and House of
Representatives to support legislation and
necessary appropriations to stabilize farm
people in rural areas, instead of letting this
antisocial migration continue.

The cheapest place to solve problems of
surplus rural people is in the rural com-
munities, where farms can be provided for
some people, training and jobs for others,
housing and home food production for every-
one, subsidies as needed, and a secure home
environment—off the city streets—for the
children and young people.

A part of the huge public costs for urban
renewal and for salvage of broken lives in
the cities may be better invested in rural
areas, rebuilding rural America and stopping
this costly migration of people.

JaMmEes G, PaTToN,
President, National Farmers Union.

TWENTIETH CENTURY CHANGES

Mr, PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. FounTain]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, we all
know that local government has under-
gone drastic changes in the 20th cen-
tury. Many these changes were
dramatized recently in an address by
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Mr. Frank Bane before the local govern-
ment officials’ conference at the Univer-
sity of Virginia, Charlottesville, Va.

Frank Bane has enjoyed a long and
distinguished public career at all three
levels of government. He serves ably
as the chairman of the Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations
on which the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. DwyEerl, the gentleman
from New York [Mr, Keocu], and I are
privileged to sit as representatives of this
House.

Mr. Bane's remarks follow:

LocAL GOVERNMENT—THE NEXT HALF
CENTURY
(Remarks by Frank Bane, chairman, Advis-
ory Commission on Intergovernmental

Relations, before the local government

officials’ conference, University of Virginia,

Charlottesville, Va., August 30, 1965)

I like this subject that was suggested to
me. For the past 50 years I have known
something of local government in Virginia.
At times, and in a number of different ways
I have been a part of it. So, on the basis
of some experience with, and knowledge of
the subject, let us discuss where we have
been, where we are, and where do we go from
here for the next 50 years.

Just a little over 50 years ago, September
1914, I left Columbia University and headed
for Suffolk, Va. I had been in a number of
classes at Columbia with Burbage DedJar-
nette, then superintendent of schools in
Nansemond County, and he had offered me
a job as principal of a county high school.
Like so many college graduates of that day
and time I was off—to start work—teaching
school. Mr. W. A. Lassiter met me at the
Norfolk and Western station in Suffolk with
a horse and a buckboard. We put my trunk
in the back. I climbed in and off we started
for Mr. Lassiter’'s home and farm five miles
out of town. The Lassiters, you see, were
going to board the teachers. Little did I
think then that more than 50 years later,
despite roaming and living all over the coun-
try, I would still be connected with Nanse-
mond County. I cast my first vote for Presi-
dent there in November 1916 and I still vote
in Driver Precinct, Sleepy Hole District,
Nansemond County.

The next morning—Monday morning—I
started to work. For the first few weeks,
of course, I was busy learning the ropes,
getting to know the children and the
teachers, and in general, seeing that things
were well started in accordance with the
curriculum, the manuals, and the instruc-
tions that I received.

It is interesting to observe—and it speaks
volumes—that the salary of the principal
was $90 a month for 9 months. The other
teachers were paid from $30 to $60 a month
and my contract for board and “keep’” with
the Lassiters was $26 a month.

The preliminaries attended to, and having
settled in the job, I took a look at my sur-
roundings In Nansemond County where I
was to live and work in one capacity or
another for the next 6 years. I had majored
in political science in college and at the uni-
versity, and so I was interested in how the
county was set up, what it did, and how it
did it.

The county was divided into four disfricts,
the operating units of the county, and how
many times, from how many platforms, and
in how many places all over the country I
have spoken about those districts. They were
Chuckatuck, Holy Neck, Sleepy Hole, and
Cypress, hard down by the Dismal Swamp.
The chief officers of the county were Judge
McLemore, the circuit judge; George Bunt-
ing, clerk of the court; Caleb Fulgham, coun-
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ty treasurer; 8. E. Everett, Commonwealth
attorney, A. H. Baker, sheriff; E. E. Wagner,
commissioner of revenue; Tom Holland,
chairman of the board of supervisors; and
Burbage DeJarnette was superintendent of
schools—a great team.

The task of this team and of similar teams
in the other counties of the State, was gen-
erally a threefold task—to safeguard liber-
ties; to protect life and property; and to
provide certain services. And all belleved—
how fervently we believed and practiced
that great Jeffersonian principle—*that gov-
ernment is best that governs least.”

The providing of services was rapldly be-
coming, if it had not already become, the
most extensive and certainly the most ex-
pensive activity of the county. Local gov-
ernment was beginning to be, even in 1915,
what It is predominately today—an agency
through which we do collective housekeep-
ing. Specifically, the public services per-
formed fell into four categories—schools,
roads, health, and the care of the poor. There
were seven high schools in the county. That
is, seven schools that had grades from the
primary running through the high school,
and there were many, many one and two-
room elementary schools scattered about the
county. The school system was organized
and operated on a district basls with district
boards appointed by the circult judge and
the local distriet boards employed the teach-
ers, set their salaries, ete., albeit mostly on
the recommendation of the county superin-
tendent. Everybody——teachers and puplils
alike—walked to school and we carried our
lunch—there was no school lunch program.

Roads—that was a county job—organized
on a district basis, each supervisor having a
road gang responsible for the maintenance of
roads in his distriet. Such maintenance
consisted largely of digging out the ditches
in the fall and throwing mud in the middle
of the road so that the road would drain,
and hitching a pair of mules to a drag to
fill in the ruts in the spring time. There
was one automoblle in upper Chuckatuck
District owned by a Mr. Hobday Saunders
who lived down the road apiece and time
and again I would take a detail of older boys
out on the road to push and pull Mr, Saun-
ders out of a mud hole. Suffolk itself had
very few automobiles and no red and green
lights,

We were, of course, interested in our
health. There was a county doctor, but no
one was ever quite certain what he did.
When something alled us we sent one of the
boys on the farm for the neighborhood doc-
tor and he came in a horse and buggy with
a little black bag filled with white and pink
pills, and many other things. Each family
maintained and operated its own water and
sewerage system, and that was that.

We took care of the poor. We had a
county poorhouse and each district had an
overseer of the poor, charged with seeing to
it that only the most destitute got on the
county rolls or in the poorhouse. Almost
every family took care of Grandpa and
Grandma,

Those were the '“good old days.” True,
some very significant things happened a
year or so before that were to influence our
way of doing things. In 1913 we discovered
a “pot of gold,” the income tax amendment,
but none of us had enough income to worry
about that, and in 1914 the Congress in-
vented a way to spend it by adopting the
first large-scale continuing aid program—
the Smith-Lever Act establishing the county
agent system—but none of us had heard
the phrase “grants-in-aid,” and so that didn't
concern us too much either.

Yes, we knew about the fracas that had
started in Europe a couple of months before
because somebody had shot a Grand Duke,
but little did we dream of what that was
going to do to the “even tenor of our ways,”
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or how drastically it would upset our apple
carts in all the years to come.

And so we were—and so local government
operated in 1915—just 50 years ago, as we
stood balanced precariously on the thresh-
old of perhaps the most explosive era in all
of the world’s history.

Where are we today? We have been
through 50 years of fantastic growth, but
national growth bestows both bountles and
burdens, and it seems that the bounties grow
progressively more national while the bur-
dens progressively more local. Local gov-
ernment is today, as always, the p:
agency through which we provide public
services which people demand and will have,
and upon which our 1865 way of life so
largely depends. These public services are
the old ones; education, public works, health
and welfare—all expanded far beyond any-
thing we thought desirable or even possible
in 1915 and many new activities are under-
taken by local government because of drastic
changes in our ways of life and living. The
expansion of services, the additional activi-
ties, the changes—all have been the result
of developments dimly seen, but already
underway, & half century ago. Our popu-
lation was rapldly increasing. It more than
doubled in the past 50 years and our peoples
were moving to the citles and urban areas.
What these developments and changes did
to local government is all too apparent to
every local officlal—local government be-
came big business.

About 10 years ago I helped organize and
participated in a birthday party for one of
our most distinguished citizens—his 80th
birthday. The party was held at his birth-
place in a Midwest State. Thousands of peo-
ple were gathered around from the country-
side and many from the far reaches of the
Nation. He made a delightful speech about
the days that had been and he mildly deplored
the changes that had come about in his later
years. Pointing to the little house in which
he was born and had spent his childhood, he
said, “When I lived there our social security
was in our cellar.,” How true. But then on
the highway driving back to Chicago I re-
flected that the trouble was that as of today
the vast majority of our people didn't have
any cellars. Instead, they did have a rent
bill that arrived with distressing regularity
the first day of every month and the where-
withal to pay it had to come from somewhere
other than the cellar. This vastly expanded,
urbanized system which we have today could
not be serviced by the individual, by and of
himself. It required the concerted effort of
all men and that meant government—pri-
marily local government.

Local government has been and is stretch-
ing every nerve and exerting every effort to
meet this challenge and to handle this task.
We have realized for years, however, that
local government cannot do this job alone.
It has had, and must have, increasing help
from the State and National Government.
The reason for this is simple. It cannot
raise the money. Hamstrung as it is by
many financial restrictions, limited as it is in
its revenue sources, local government is de-
manding, and today more than ever, is (being
listened to) that States and the National
Government assume a much larger share of
the task of providing necessary services for
the American people. I have often said that
the problem is—we are all fishing in the same
pool among the same people for the same
money. But the difficulty is—the National
Government is fishing with a seine; the
States with a hook and line, and the localities
with a bent pin.

Today local government, except in struc-
ture, bears little resemblance to that of 50
years ago. Today most local governments
are great complex machines; manned in the
main by techniecally qualified, competent offi-
cials; providing educational oppertunities for
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all of our children, providing necessary pub-
lic works, safeguarding our health as never
before and in addition, furnishing welfare
services and sustenances to that 20 percent
of our population that is ill-fed, ill-clothed,
and ill-housed.

But today, perhaps, as never before, local
government across the land is in a crisis.
And that crisis to be diagnosed is—money.
To maintain its services, to preserve its status
as the very kernel of our democratic soclety,
local governments need and must have as-
sistance; more assistance in planning, in op-
eration and above all, in financing.

All that I have sald about the past and the
present is so well known to all of you that
I have felt a wee bit guilty about taking your
time, But, it has been fun reviewing the
past—when you and I were young—and I
have tried to discuss realistically and frank-
1y, but briefly, the present. But what of the
future—the next 50 years?

Coming problems, like coming events, have
a way of casting their shadows, and I think
it is well to remind local governments again
that burdens go along with bounties, and
local governments do not have a habit of
coming out on the top of the totem pole.

Within the past 2 years many great and
new programs have been enacted by the Con-
gress and are getting underway. Others are
in the works and are almost certain to be
passed, and still others are being contem-
plated. These programs are going to have a
profound effect upon the administrative
machinery and the financlal operation of
local government, and perhaps upon its very
structure. They are going to bring great
benefits to people generally, but since many
of them have matching requirements they
are going to be expensive and perhaps
burdensome to local governments, especially
to municipalities whose debt limits are al-
ready scraping the celling and whose people
think—be it true or not—that their property
taxes are already confiscatory.

As an example, I well remember the soclal
security program in the 1930's, of which I
was a part. That program was and, I think
the overwhelming majority now agree, is of
great benefit to the American people in
guarding against want, in providing relief, in
cushioning the impact of recessions and per-
haps helping to avoid depressions, But that
program revolutionized the organization and
administration of practically every welfare
department in the country—State and
local—and it multiplied many times the cost
of their administration. I would not belabor
the point, but every experienced State and
local official knows that in addition to match-
ing requirements, standards and controls go
along with all grants and they too can be
expensive.

Let's take a look at some of these new
programs:

1. THE ANTIPOVERTY PROGRAM

This Antipoverty Act is what is called in
many State legislatures—an omnibus act. It
covers and encompasses a multitude of ills,
and is directed toward the solution or miti-
gation of many different, although closely
related problems. Some parts of this pro-
gram are set up, operated, and financed di-
rectly by the Federal Government, but many
of them require participation on the part
of the States or localities in administration
and in financial support, In addition, some
parts of the act, notably the community
action program, permit the establishment of
separate agencies—not governmental in char-
acter—yet entrusted with the expenditure
of public funds without reference to the duly
constituted authorities, Already questions
and protests about its operation are coming
in from all parts of the country—from
mayors and Governors.

The effective administration of this act is
going to require quite a bit of doing.
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2. THE SO-CALLED MEDICARE PROGRAM
All of our local and State health and wel-
fare departments are wondering what this
act is going to do to their administrative
procedures and practices, and to their
budgets. Will it be administered by the
regular governmental health and welfare
authorities in the States and localities, or
will a large part of it be contracted-out to
private agencies? Another task—I was
about to say “chore” and a difficult one it
is—who is going to license and inspect and
supervise the operation of nursing homes
and how much is that going to cost, and
who is golng to pay for it?
3. THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY PROGRAM

This Interstate System, about half com-
pleted today, has brought untold benefits to
motorists and to our general economy.
Many States, however, have found it in-
creasingly difficult to find the money to pay
even the 10 percent of the cost of construe-
tion for which they are liable and what is
not often thought of or discussed iz that
the States are saddled with the entire cost
of maintenance.

You can be perfectly certaln that within
a very few years many thousands of miles
of new roads will be added to the already
approved existing interstate highway system.

4. HOUSING AND URBAN RENEWAL

Housing became an important function of
Government after the Second World War.
It has been expanding ever since and urban
renewal, designed to arrest urban blight,
was added to this program about 10 years
ago. Now, just a couple of weeks ago, these
programs were extended upward and down-
ward, appropriations have been doubled and
a new angle known as “rent subsidies” pri-
marily for low-income groups has come into
being.

In addition, a new Cabinet Department is
being established. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development is destined
to be one of the largest and most expensive
agencies of the Federal Government, and I
assure you that its repercussions will be felt
for years to come in localities throughout
the country. These results will flow, not so
much from change in organizational struc-
ture, as from new programs voted by this
and succeeding Congresses and handed to
the new Department.

Municipalities are going to see many more
Federal people in the next few years; repre-
sentatives of bureaus, divisions and even
sections who are anxious to provide—gratis—
advice and guidance; who just want to be
helpful.

5. WATER

Even the word today has painful connota-
tions in so many places; supply., conserva-
tion, distribution, pollution control, reuse,
all are receiving most careful attention in
our municipalities, as well as in the country-
side. The East, in fact the whole Nation,
is beginning to learn about the problem
that has afflicted the West for so long; and

6. EDUCATION

Education has for years been the major
and the most costly task of local government.
It is our largest and most productive public
investment. Since sputnik, Federal, State,
and local governments have doubled this
investment and I am sure you know the
end is far from yet.

The need continues to outdistance our
present resources and in the next 15 years
we shall probably again double our educa-
tional expenditures—and what about an-
other new Federal department—a separate
Department of Education by 1970—could
be—probably will be.

In order to meet pressing problems and
to undertake manifold jobs we have been
quletly, slowly, but with a quickening pace.
doing things to the structure of our Gov-
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ernment, We have been establishing region-
al or areawide operating agencies of Govern-
ment. To mention only a few, the South,
New England, and the Far West have joint
operating agencies in the field of higher edu-
cation; the Delaware River Commission, de-
signed to regulate and control water supply
and its distribution, involves four States and
a Federal agency. And, it is an operating
agency with power to act—not just advisory
and supervisory. The Appalachian Regional
Commission, a somewhat similar agency, en-
compasses 11 States and the Federal Govern-
ment, and is designed to promote industriali-
zation, to provide employment and to miti-
gate poverty. This Appalachian Commission
also is an action group with money to do
things. There are many more and, to repeat,
the end is not in sight.

Time and again many people raise two
questions: Where do we stop? Why all this?

There are many reasons, of course, but the
main answer is simple, so very simple. In
1910 we had 92 million people. Today we
have more than 190 million people, and in
the good year 2000 A.D. we will have about
350 million people.

Have I overburdened you? Have I seemed
to be pessimistic?

I have not so intended. I know that the
future—immediate and remote—will tax, as
never before, the ability, the ingenuity, and
yes, the patience of all public officials. But
as a little friend and partner of mine—8
years old—so frequently says, *“So what.”
There is no fun in the status quo.

Just over the hill in the foreseeable future,
what a challenge and what an opportunity
for public officials as we journey into the
exciting tomorrow.

Just a few more words in the nature of
questions as we take a little longer look.

Can localities within the next half century
be maintained as at present organized and
administered without wide disparities in
services which cannot be tolerated and gross
waste and inefficiency which cannot be borne?

How are we going to govern our sprawling
metropolitan areas? This is perhaps the
most urgent, the most significant and the
most difficult of our present day govern-
mental problems.

Can and will the States be able to main-
tain that sovereignty about which we talk
so much and which some think has been
rapidly eroding in the past generations?

In a few words, what about our federal
system?

More than 10 years ago I wrote that there
were four great pillars supporting our fed-
eral system:

1. State control of election machinery;

2. State control of police machinery;

3. State control of the substance and op-
eration of our school systems; and

4. Concurrent taxing powers.

Three of these pillars are already beginning
to suffer the wear and tear of time.

Will we see in the next half century major
overhaul of most of our State constitutions
and—perish the thought—the National Con-
stitution as well?

Will we find out, as a distinguished states-
man did 100 years ago, that “The dogmas of
the quiet past are inadequate for the stormy
prezent”—and I might add for the foreseeable
future.

I ask you.

And, now the administrator having ap-
proached perilously close to the realm of the
prophet, I had better stop right here, and
leave the answers to history and to you.

LET'S RECOGNIZE THE MIDWEST'S
SCIENTIFIC CONTRIBUTIONS
Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER] may ex-
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tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Speaker,
I want to take this brief opportunity to
point out that the AEC’s recent action
with regard to the proposed 200 billion
electron volt accelerator is a matter of
utmost importance for those of us who
reside in the Midwest. It has been said
before this distinguished body that only
two areas of the Nation are capable of
developing the scientific excellence so
necessary to make the project a success.
It was further stated that a truly serious
question of whether machines of the
highest quality could be built at any lo-
cation other than the Lawrence Radia-
tion Laboratory and the Brookhaven
National Laboratory. I do not wish to
detract from the tremendous contribu-
tion made by these existing facilities, but
I strongly disagree with any implication
that other areas are incapable of pro-
ducing similar excellence.

As a Representative from the State of
Iowa, I would like to point out that we
in the Midwest have been carrying on
a massive aid program for many parts
of this Nation. The form of this aid
program has been in the export of our
highly talented and trained human
resources.

A clear indication of what has ac-
curately been called the “brain drain”
is that the Midwest, of which Iowa is
a part, produces over 40 percent of the
Nation’s scientists and engineers. Most
of these people go to man what has be-
come a massive industry in this Nation,
that is, the research and development
industry. I submit that the Midwest
has contributed significantly to the very
success of existing facilities, such as
Brookhaven and Lawrence. We pay for
and produce almost half of the research
and development people and we enjoy
less than 15 percent of the R. & D. money.
I suggest that we have, in faect, been
generously subsidizing other sections of
the country.

If the words that were spoken on this
floor yesterday were to become the rule
in the development of future scientific
facilities, the Midwest and its institu-
tions of higher learning, which are un-
surpassed by those in any other region,
would become a vast scientific wasteland,
while continuing to pay for and supply
the personnel for facilities in other re-
gions. I must say that we in the Midwest
have all of the necessary requirements
for any such proposed facilities, and have
been supplying many of the personnel for
those presently in operation.

I respectfully conclude by saying it is
high time the tables are turned. I be-
lieve the Midwest will not continue to be
abandoned in the future by those of
scientific knowledge who are responsible
for the distribution of research and de-
velopment projects, if the sites are se-
lected on the basis of technical data.
For those who doubt the intellectual ca-
pacity of our great region, I suggest that
they ascertain the educational back-
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ground of many of the leading scientists
of this Nation—then the true contribu-
tion of the Midwest to our scientific lead-
ership will be visible.

THANK YOU, MR. PRESIDENT

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Boges] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, last Fri-
day, September 10, President Johnson
flew to New Orleans to see for himself
the impact of Hurricane Betsy upon that
stricken city. In so doing he expressed
in the most vivid method possible his
concern for the people of Louisiana and
his eagerness to help them with all of
the Federal facilities at his command.

Recognition of the meaning of his trip
was made the following Monday, Sep-
tember 13, by the New Orleans Times-
Picayune, one of the South’s greatest
newspapers, in an editorial entitled,
“Thank you, Mr. President.”

One paragraph in the editorial was
particularly meaningful, I should like
to quote it:

Leadership is particularly needed now,
and the President’'s prompt flight to this
area after Betsy wrought great havoc is all
the more appreciated because he has given
added meaning to his concern in our welfare
by ordering the various agencies which can
render physical assistance to hurricane suf-
ferers to expedite the delivery of that aid.

I think Members would be interested
in seeing the entire editorial, which is
as follows:

[From the Times-Picayune, Sept. 13, 1965]
THANK You, Mr. PRESIDENT

Deep South communities which were hard
hit Thursday night and Friday night by
powerful Hurricane Betsy, we are sure, join
us in expressing appreciation for his con-
cern in our welfare to Mr. Lyndon B. John-
son, the President of the United States.

A visit to New Orleans by the President
always 1s a significant event—an occasion
for approval of close relationship between
the men and women who look to the White
House for superior leadership and the leader
in the White House who seeks close com-
munion with these men and women who
need his guidance.

Leadership is particularly needed now, and
the President's prompt flight to this area
after Betsy wrought great havoc is all the
more appreciated because he has given
added meaning to his concern in our welfare
by ordering the various agencles which can
render physical assistance to hurricane suf-
ferers to expedite the delivery of that aid.

Most important, in our opinion, was Presi-
dent Johnson’'s announcement, as he left
New Orleans, that he was “cutting all red
tape” and giving the predicament of Betsy
sufferers the Federal Government’s highest
priority.

All local officials whose burdens have been
inecreased by the hurricane and its tragic
aftermaths, to the best of our knowledge,
have sought diligently and energetically to
discharge their painful duties. Their task
has not been easy, and their hours have not
been short.
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Obviously, their work has not been perfect.
The U.S. Weather Bureau in New Orleans, as
an example, was handicapped by communica-
tions failures Thursday at 10:10 p.m,, when
Betsy's fury here was near its height. Some
citizens were evacuated from areas where
flooding did not materialize, and other citi-
zens were left in homes where unexpected
flooding caused loss of life and great damage.

The officlals who called for evacuation of
certaln areas and did not call for evacuation
of other areas, in our opinion, acted on the
basis of the best information avallable to
them. Just as Betsy did not follow an or-
thodox course after she left the Virgin Is-
lands on August 29, information on which
officlal advice was based was not infallible.

Whatever shortcomings there may have
been in warning of the hurricane’s approach
and in preparations for meeting its wrath
were not due, in our opinion, to lack of devo-
tion and hard work by officials on various
levels and by a vast number of unofficial
workers who still are ministering to the needs
of hurricane sufferers.

Singling out any individual or any par-
ticular organization for commendation for
sticking to assigned posts or for accepting
unusual responsibility in this grave emer-
gency, we believe, would be a mistake. Too
many people, too many organizations have
put aside concern about their own security,
have lost their sleep and their goods, have
accepted other hardship and have otherwise
proved their willingness to be true friends in
need, friends indeed, to justify any attempt
to specify where any special credit should
be placed.

The worst, which has been very, very bad,
is over, we hope. Recovery has begun, and
we commend New Orleans and our neighbors
to prosecution of that task.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION OF HON.
DON FUQUA

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Fuqual may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, due to im-
portant business in my district, it was
necessary for me to be absent for the fol-
lowing rollcalls: Had I been present, I
would have voted aye for rollcalls No. 299
and 304 and nay for rollcalls No. 269, 301,
and 303.

PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL ON INTER-
NATIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
President Lyndon B. Johnson, while
speaking at the bicentennial celebration
of the Smithsonian Institution proposed
and gave his strong support to a vital
new step in our world policy.

He proposed that the United States
enter into a long-range effort with other
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prosperous nations, to extend the full
benefits of education at all levels, to
youth in every nation of this world—to
youths, millions of whom now have
only the most rudimentary facilities and
texts, a painfully sparse supply of teach-
ers, few adequately trained and, all too
often, have so little family income that
it is difficult for their families to aid,
often even to permit, their education.
Now it is easy to say, “This is not our
problem.”

But as the President so wisely said
yvesterday, unless the darkness of illiter-
acy which besets nearly a billion persons
on this globe soon can be shred away by
the light of education, everywhere, the
force of that darkness may engulf us
all.

Now there will be many who will argue
why this step should not be taken.

Some will say we do not have the re-
sources, or would waste resources we
need here.

Others will say we would only succeed
in training our enemies so that they
could sooner overwhelm us. Some will
say, with some reason that food should
come first.

I cannot predict all the negative argu-
ments. But let me say to those who ob-
ject, that education is one type of foreign
aid which reaches directly to the human
individual; and it benefits the poor most
surely.

Education is a typed foreign aid—very
difficult for the thief to divert, very
troublesome for the dictator to deny,
and, very obvious to the recipient as a
true gift to a man.

Furthermore, the recipient of an hon-
est education need not fear its content,
need not be ashamed to receive the gifts,
can pass his benefits onto many others,
and can better help in building the ma-
terial world his family needs.

Mr. Speaker, President Lyndon Baines
Johnson can be proud of his—and our—
efforts to aid, to encourage, to support,
to emphasize education in these 50
States. I shall be very proud if I can
aid and participate in extending our help
in education throughout this planet.

I will submit to him my own sugges-
tions for such a program within the
coming week,

I am pleased to be able to say that
during my campaign last fall for elec-
tion to this House, I stressed my desire
to greatly increase our Nation’s effort
in just the manner the President advo-
cates. It will be a further pleasure to
give my full support in realizing this
goal.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of the speech given yes-
terday by the President, be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

TEXT OF PRESIDENT'S REMARKS AT
SMITHSONIAN FETE

(The following is the text of the Presi-
dent’s remarks at the Smithsonian Institu-
tion bicentennial celebration.)

Distinguished scholars from 80 nations,
amid this pomp and pageantry we have
gathered to celebrate a man about whom we
know very little but to whom we owe very
much. James Smithson was a sclentist
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who achieved no great distinction. He was
an Englishman who never visited the United
gtates, He never even expressed a desire to

0 BO.

But this man became our Nation's first
great benefactor. He gave his entire fortune
to establish this institution which would
serve “for the increase and diffusion of
knowledge among men.”

SMITHSON'S VISION HAILED

He had a vision which lifted him ahead of
his time—or at least of some politicians of
his time. One illustrious U.S. Senator argued
that it was “beneath the dignity of the coun-
try to accept such gifts from foreigners.”
Congress debated 8 long years before decid-
ing to receive Smithson's bequest.

Yet James Smithson's life and legacy
brought meaning to three ideas more power-
ful than anyone at that time ever dreamed.

The first idea was that learning respects
no geographic boundaries. The institution
bearing his name became the very first
agency in the United States to promote sci-
entific and scholarly exchange with all the
nations of the world.

The second idea was that partnership be-
tween Government and private enterprise
can serve the greater good of both. The
Smithsonian Institution started a new kind
of venture in this country, chartered by act
of Congress, maintained by both public
funds and private contributions. It inspired
4 relationship which has grown and flowered
in a thousand different ways.

Finally, the institution financed by Smith-
son breathed life in the idea that the growth
and spread of learning must be the first work
of a nation that seeks to be free.

These ideas have not always gained easy
acceptance among those employed in my line
of work. The Government official must cope
with the daily disorder he finds in the world
around him.

But today, the official, the scholar and the
scientist cannot settle for limited objectives.
We must pursue knowledge no matter what
the consequences. We must value the tried
less than the true.

To split the atom, to launch the rocket, to
explore the innermost mysteries and the
outermost reaches of the universe—these are
your God-given chores. Even when you risk
bringing fresh disorder to the politics of men
and nations, these explorations must go on.

The men who founded our country were
passionate believers in the revolutionary
power of ideas.

They knew that once a nation commits
itsell to the increase and diffusion of knowl-
edge, the real revolution begins. It can never
be stopped.

In my own life, I have had cause again
and again to bless the chance events which
started me as a teacher. In our country and
in our time we have recognized, with new
passion, that learning is basic to our hopes
for America. It is the taproot which gives
sustaining life to all our purposes. What-
ever we seek to do—to wage the war on pov-
erty—set new goals for health and happi-
ness—curb crime—and bring beauty to our
cities and countryside—all these and more
depend on education.

But the legacy we inherit from James
Smithson cannot be limited to these shores.
He called for the increase and diffusion of
knowledge “among men"—not just Ameri-
cans, not just Anglo-Saxons, not just the
citizens of the Western World—but all men
everywhere.

The world we face on this bicentennial an-
niversary makes that mandate more urgent
than it ever was. For we know today that
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certain truths are self-evident in every na-
tion on this earth:

That ideas, not armaments, will shape our
lasting prospects for peace.

That the conduct of our foreign policy will
advance no faster than the curriculum of our
classrooms.

That the knowledge of our citizens is the
one treasure which grows only when it is
shared.

It would profit us little to limit the world’s
exchange to those who can afford it. We
must extend the treasure to those lands
where learning is still a luxury for the few.

Today, more than 700 million adults—4
out of 10 of the world’s population—dwell in
darkness where they cannot read or write.
Almost half the nations of this globe suffer
from illiteracy among half or more of their
people. Unless the world can find a way to
extend the light, the force of that darkness
may engulf us all.

For our part, this Government and this
Nation is prepared to join in finding the
way. During recent years we have made
many hopeful beginnings. But we can and
we must do more. That is why I have di-
rected a special task force within my admin-
istration to recommend a broad and long-
range plan of worldwide educational en-
deavor. I intend to call on leaders in both
public and private enterprise to join with us
in mapping this effort.

We must move ahead on every front and
at every level of learning. We can support
Secretary Ripley's dream of creating a cen-
ter here at the Smithsonian where gredt
scholars from every nation will come and col-
laborate. At a more junior level, we can pro-
mote the growth of the school-to-school pro-

started under Peace Corps auspices so
that our children may learn about—and care
about—each other.

We mean to show that this Nation's dream
of a Great Society does not stop at the water's
edge. It is not just an Amerlcan dream.
All are welcome to share in it. All are in-
vited to contribute to it.

PROGRAM OUTLINED

Together we must embark on a new and
noble adventure:

Pirst, to assist the education effort of the
developing nations and the developing
regions, ;

Second, to help our schools and universi-
tles Increase their knowledge of the world
and the people who inhabit it.

Third, to advance the exchange of stu-
dents and teachers who travel and work out-
side their native lands.

Fourth, to increase the free flow of books
and ideas and art, of works of sclence and
imagination.

And fifth, to assemble meetings of men
and women from every discipline and every
culture to ponder the common problems of
mankind.

In all these endeavors, I pledge that the
United States will play its full role.

By January I intend to present such a pro-
gram to Congress.

Despite the noise of dally events, history is
made by men and the ideas of men. We,
and only we, can generate growing light in
our universe, or we can allow the darkness
to gather.

De Tocqueville challenged us more than a
century ago: “Men cannot remain strangers
to each other or be ignorant of what is tak-
ing place in any corner of the globe.” We
must banish the strangeness and the igno-
rance.

In all we do toward one another, we must
try—and try again—to live the words of the
prophet: “I shall light a candle of under-
standing In thine heart which shall not be
put out.”
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SERMON BY THE MOST REVEREND
PATRICK A. O'BOYLE

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. FocarTY] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks I would like
to include the following sermon by the
Most Reverend Patrick A. O'Boyle, D.D.,
archbishop of Washington, in St. Mat-
thew’s Cathedral, Washington, D.C., on
Sunday, August 29, 1965, which I believe
presents a clear view on a complex issue:

BmrH CONTROL AND PuBLICc POLICY

(Sermon by the Most Reverend Patrick A.
O'Boyle, D.D., archbishop of Washington,
in St, Matthew's Cathedral, Washington,
D.C., Sunday, August 29, 1965)

“The time will come when men will not
listen to sound teaching, but with ears itch-
ing, will pile up for themselves teachers who
suit their pleasures. They will turn their
ear away from the truth to fables.”

These words are taken from the Second
Epistle of St. Paul to Timothy, chapter IV,
verses 3 and 4. In the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.
Amen,

My dear good people in Christ: We live in
extraordinary times. Despite the tragic riots
and bitter recriminations of the long, hot
summer at home, and the tensions unavoid-
ably connected with our increasing firmness
overseas, there is a new spirit of achieve-
ment and hope in the air.

As President Johnson expressed it in his
Catholic University commencement address
recently: “This is a new time in our land, a
time that is young in spirit, a time of re-
newal, a time of resurgence for those forees
which fashion a finer and fairer soclety.”

In our own church the fresh winds of
agglornamento have swept its hallowed halls,
Through the new liturgy, the faithful have
gained an intimate participation in the Holy
Sacrifice unequaled since the early years of
the Bark of Peter. In his encyclical “Eccle-
siam Suam,” the Holy Father opens up an
exciting vista of the mission of the modern
church. And in the document on the
church and the modern world, a fraternal
hand is extended to all men of good will to
explore not only our common beliefs but
how we can marshal the united moral forces
in each country in an attack on the spiritual
and soclal evils that confront society.

In the United States, progress in the field
of racial and social justice has been nothing
short of phenomenal. A remarkable Con-
gress, working in close harmony with the
Chief Executive, has courageously attacked
such previously insoluble issues as clvil
rights (Including voting rights), aid to edu-
cation, and the paradox of poverty in the
midst of plenty. It is in every way an out-
standing achievement, and the President
and our hard-working Representatives on
Capitol Hill deserve the Nation's thanks.

In this context of social and material ad-
vancement, it is with great reluctance that
I speak to you this morning on the con-
troversial subject of birth control.

As you well know, Pope Paul VI has es-
tablished a distinguished commission of
theologians, doctors, demographers, lay
couples, and experts in many fields to con-
sider these issues in their broadest aspects.
Until the commission has submitted its re-
port, and the Holy Father has acted upon
it, he has wisely counseled a moratorium
on speculation which can only serve to con-
fuse not only the faithful but the large body
of sincere people who, while they may differ
from us, nevertheless respect our right of
conscience as we respect theirs.
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Unfortunately, the Pope's warning has not
prevented a number of Catholics classified
as experts who, while asserting that they do
not officially speak for the church, never-
theless have not hesitated to try the case
in the newspapers, in periodicals, and on
television. Though they doubtless acted in
good faith, the result has been to raise false
hopes in some quarters, and to spread dis-
couragement in others. Moreover, commit-
tees of the Congress and other public bodies,
hearing no official expression to the con-
trary, have assumed that silence gives con-
sent and have initiated programs intruding
on the private lives of citizens—programs in
which, to put it bluntly, the Government has
no business. So I feel I must speak out.

What started all this was the discovery
of a condition popularly known as the popu-
lation explosion, Like many catch phrases,
it 1s ambiguous and misleading. An impres-
sive array of statistics has been marshaled
to prove that it exists, and that it will get
worse if present ratios of birth to death rates
continue. The figures are subject to quali-
fication in some cases. For example, births
in this country for the last year were the
lowest since 1953. However, there is no
question that overpopulation is a fact in
some areas, The question is, what do we do
about it?

There are two general lines of approach,
one positive, one negative,

The positive approach may be illustrated
by the situation in the United States. There
may well be at this moment areas of rela=
tive overpopulation in certain parts of this
country—in the so-called Negro ghettos of
some of our northern cities, for example.
In other areas, like the western part of the
United States and Canada, there is under-
population.

A positive attack on this situation would
employ such techniques as better use of the
country’s still great reserve of wide-open
spaces, decentralization of industry (which
already is underway) and the movement of
employees and their families to less crowded
areas which inevitably follows. It would ex-
tend our transportation network, and develop
still better ways of getting surplus foods into
the hands of the needy, thus relieving the
economic squeeze on larger familles. It
would organize broad systems of job train-
ing, so that men at the bottom of the income
ladder might qualify for better jobs and thus
could afford better housing, with less dou-
bling up of families and consequent reduced
crowding

These and a dozen other similar lines of
attack are typical of the positive approach.
They are typically American, for this 1s how
our Nation developed.

Opposed to the positive approach is the
negative position of birth limitation. Advo-
cates of this position tend to turn away from
the use of our immense resources, technology,
and ploneering spirit to build an even greater
soclety. They regard such efforts as futile
and say that the only real solution is birth
control and that only government can effec-
tively promote birth control on a mass scale.

Now this is a very complex question, and
there is room for honest difference of opinion
in those areas where no moral principles are
involved. Nevertheless, I personally feel that
the philosophy of this negative approach is
unworthy of our American tradition.

Now I would ask you to turn from these
considerations of national and international
policy to the problems of the indlvidual fam-
ily. If the biggest danger flag in our overall
approach to population control is negativism,
the most serious threat in its impact on the
American family 1s paternalism. Permit me
to show you what I mean.

Ours is a complex society, and a dynamic
one. The same economic and social forces
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that created our marvelous productive ma-
chine sometimes threaten to destroy the peo-
ple it was designed to serve. More and more,
in their search for protection and security,
men have turned toward their government.

Security, however—like everything else—
has its price, and it must be paid for in the
coin of personal freedom. You may think
this is a fair exchange, and so it may be up
to a point, though the gradual intrusion of
government into the private lives of its citi-
zens is a trend which worries many thought-
ful people.

Nevertheless, there must be a line be-
yond which lawful regulation in the public
interest becomes unwarranted invasion of
the right of privacy. During the last 30
years, the Supreme Court has set up a num-
ber of guideposts for the protection of per-
sonal liberty. Among them have been these:

1. Freedom from Government inquisition.

2. The right of privacy.

3. Concern for the weaker members of so-
ciety.

é.y Freedom from Government coercion of
mind and conscience.

The late Justice Brandels, with his usual
succinctness, expressed the issue this way:
““The makers of our Constitution * * * recai
ognized the significance of man’s spiritua
nature, of his feelings, and of his intellect.
They knew that only a part of the pain, pleas-
ure, and satisfactions of life are to be found
in material things. They sought to protect
Americans in their beliefs, their thoughts,
their emotions, and their sensations. They
conferred, as against the Government, the
right to be left alone—the most comprehen-
sive of rights, and the right most valued by
civilized man.”

The philosophy expressed by Justice Bran-
deis has been given a modern application in
the recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court
invalidating the Connecticut birth control
law. Seven Justices agreed that the statute
violated the right of marital privacy, which
it called “intimate to the point of being
sacred.”

Now if the Government is enjoined by
this decision from forbidding the practice of
birth control, it logically follows that it is
likewise forbidden to promote it, since viola-
tions of human privacy becomes inevitable in
the relationship between Government and
the indigent people who comprise the target
group for Government-sponsored birth con-
trol

In spite of these unmistakable constitu-
tional roadblocks, a bill is now before the
Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Ald Ex-
penditures that would formally and directly
involve the Federal Government in birth
prevention programs, including the dissemi-
nation of information and materials at public
expense.

In a number of cities, there have been
attempts to link promotion of birth control
with the new antipoverty program, on the
theory that, as one Senator put it, ‘‘the poor
are more likely than any other group to have
large families.”

That, I submit, is not the Government's
business. The choice of how many children
a couple should have is the sole, personal
responsibility of the spouses. It is no less
their responsibility if they happen to be
poor.

For a Government agent to advise indi-
viduals—married or unmarried—respecting
limitation of the number of their offspring,
to inquire respecting details of their sex-
ual life, or in any way to suggest to them
practices respecting sex which may do vio-
lence to their religious beliefs, is a clear
invasion of the sacred right of privacy which
the Supreme Court holds to be inviolate.

Now we have been exploring up to this
point some of the moral, legal, and soclologi-
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cal implications of Government involvement
in family limitation. But what happens
when & couple, of their own volition and for
valid reasons, wish either to limit the num-
ber of their children or to regulate their
spacing?

It is obvious that the American commu-
nity is deeply divided on this question. Many
people sincerely believe not only that there
is nothing immoral in the use of artificial
contraceptives, but that the common good
of soclety is served by active dissemination
of such materials and information on how
to use them. Some would even go to the
extreme of making this a public policy both
at home and abroad.

There is another group—including but by
no means confined to Roman Catholics—
that holds with equal sincerity that the use
or promotion of contraceptives, whether
mechanical or chemical, is at all times and
for any reason a serious moral evil. Their
concern is not with the end of responsible
parenthood, which no one disputes, but with
the morality of the means used to achieve it.

What is the answer to this dilemma?
What is the right and duty of the individual
citizen of good conscience? What should be
the role of Government? Let me suggest
some possible approaches.

In great issues of this kind, where opinion
is sharply divided, the first and most im-
portant consideration in searching for a
solution is the preservation of the God-given
right of conscience. Catholics, for example,
have no right to impose their own moral code
upon the rest of the country by civil legisla-
tion, By the same reasoning, they are
obliged in conscience to oppose any regula-
tion which would elevate to the status of
public policy a philosophy or practice which
violates rights of privacy or liberty of con-
science. The citizen's freedom cuts both
ways.

In a situation like this, involving serious
moral issues in which people strive to form
a right conscience, the role of Government is
clear—strict neutrality. No one questions
the right—even the desirability—of ex-
panded Government-sponsored research into
the problems of human reproduction. There
is much to be learned in this area—includ-
ing possible harmful side effects of so-called
oral contraceptives which are just now com-
ing to light.

However, the moment that Government
presumes to give advice in this delicate
area, it opens the door to influencing the
free decision of its citizens. And from in-
fluence, it is only a short step to coerclon.
Especially when economic factors are in-
volved, like welfare payments, the slightest
attempt to guide an applicant may be mag-
nified by fear into an unspoken threat to
“conform—or else.”

Now, what should be the attitude of the
individual Catholie in all this? A Catholie,
Iike any other American, is a citizen, with
the right and duty to vote in accordance
with his convictlons. He is a member of a
pluralistic society, which must have a work-
ing consensus, even in highly controversial
areas, If it is to govern itself. Therefore he
has an obligation, without compromising his
moral principles, to work in harmony for the
common good—which always includes the
protection of constitutional liberties. Cer-
tainly it would appear that, under the pro-
posal I have described, constitutional liberty
of privacy !s severely endangered.

In addition to being a citizen, a Catholic
is also a member of the mystical body of
Christ. In this he accepts voluntarily, by
the very fact of his membership, the official
teaching of the church in matters of faith
and morals. And, my dear good people, the
church’s teaching with regard to contracep-
tion has been both clear and consistent.
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In his encyclical, “Castl Connubii,” Pope
Pius XI declared that any interference, ei-
ther in the performance of the conjugal act
or in the development of its natural conse-
quences which is designed to deprive it of
its inherent power and to prevent the pro-
creation of new life, is immoral.

Pope Pius XII, reiterating the teaching of
his predecessor, added that “‘this preserip-
tion holds good today as much as it did
yesterday * * * for it is not a mere precept
of human right but the expression of a nat-
ural and divine law."

The reigning Pontiff, Pope Paul VI, had
this to say in announcing last year the
appointment of a commission to explore the
problem:

“So far we do not have a sufficlent reason
to regard the norms given by Pope Fius XII
in this matter as surpassed and therefore not
binding. They must therefore be considered
valid, at least until we feel in conscience
bound to modify them * * * No one should,
therefore, for the time being, take it upon
himself to pronounce himself in terms differ-
ing from the norm in force.”

Let us urge you in closing not to allow
preoccupation with the techniques of birth
limitation, even those which are not of them-
selves immoral, to distract us from the
higher duty of trust in God. Which one of
you in this cathedral has not known at some
time the terrifying worry of being out of a
job, or being hit by heavy hospital bills?
Where are those worries today? And if next
week you were asked to sacrifice one of your
children to ease the population explosion,
which one would you choose?

Surely in the glorious history of this great
Nation we have found better guides for our
soclety than the four horsemen of national
disaster—artificial birth control, abortion,
sterilization and euthanasia. Surely we
have a better answer to poverty than to deny
to the eternal Father the crowning expres-
sion of His glory—the creation of an immor-
tal soul in His image? This is the philos-
ophy of defeatism and despair. It is un-
worthy of our heritage, unworthy of our
destiny.

Let us plan our families, then, in the
spirit of responsible parenthood, so long as
the means we use do not contravene God's
law. But let us learn to trust a little, too—
not in ourselves, but in the wisdom and
providence of a loving Father.

THE APPROPRIATION BILLS, 89TH
CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION

Mr., PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ManoN] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include tables.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, with con-
ference clearance of the two defense ap-
propriation bills, appropriation totals for
the session moved substantially closer to
the final amounts.

Four bills are yet to clear: Agriculture
and public works—both now in confer-
ence; foreign assistance—awaiting Sen-
ate floor action; and the customary
closing supplemental—mow in prepara-
tion in the Committee on Appropriations
and to be reported shortly.

The House this session has considered
budget requests of $101.1 billion and cut
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$2.4 billion from that total, with the
closing supplemental yet to come to the
floor.

Not counting the foreign assistance
and closing supplemental bills yet to
come before it, the Senate has considered
$99.8 billion of budget requests; allowed
$99.2 billion; thus making a net reduc-
tion of $600 million.

The bills which have cleared confer-
ence during the session entailed budget
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requests of $89.6 billion. Against this,
Congress appropriated $87.8 billion, a net
reduction of $1.8 billion.

Any contemplation of session totals
must embrace so-called permanent ap-
propriations which recur automatically
under previous law; interest on the na-
tional debt is the preponderant item.
These appropriations roughly approxi-
mate $12.3 billion for fiscal 1966.

I include a summary tabulation of the
totals to date:

Summary of totals of the appropriation bills, 89th Cong., 1st sess., to Sept. 17, 1965
[All figures are rounded amounts]

Note.—Treasury loan authorizations, roughly approximating $900,000,000, are not in this summary; nor are unde-
termined “backdoor” a &%mpmﬁom' nor are permanent appropriations not requiring action in the session, roughly
approximating $12,300,

Bills for fiseal | Bills for fiscal | Bills for the
1965 1966 session

A House actions:

Budget requests for nppmpnations considered.___.| $4, 668, 000, 000 06, 430, 000, 000 | %101, 098, 000, D00
. Amounts in bills pussed by H TR 4, 418, 000, 000 94, 271, 000, 000 98, 689, 000, 000

3. Reduction below corresponding  budget g
g 1| o e TR R R e S MR S BRERS T, — 250, 000, 000 —2, 159, 000, 000 =2, 409, 000, 000

B. Senate actions:

1 Budget requests for appropriations r-cnsidﬁmd —---| 4,723,000, 000 95, 0685, 000, 000 09, 788, 000, 000
2. Amounts in bills passed by Senate*_ ____________ 4, 558, 000, 000 04, 630, 000, 000 99, 188, 000, 000
3. Above House amounts in these l)ills 140, 000, 000 | 3 4-4, 361, 000, 000 | * <-4, 501, 000, 000
4. Reduction below corresponding hudgvt mques.s -y —185, 000, 000 —435, 000, 000 — 600, 000, 000
C. Final actions: =
I Budget requests for all bills cleared conference__...| 4, 723, 000, 000 84, 885, 000, 000 89, 618, 000, 000
. Finhl amounts approved 4. __..._ . ... 4, 527,000, 000 | * 83, 301, 000,000 b 87, 828, 000. 000
3. Comparisons— '|

(a) With corresponding hurlget requests. | —196, 000,000 | —1, 504, 000, 000 —1, 780, 000, 000
{b) With corresponciing fiscal 1985amount.|__._____________ [ 120,000,000 |- oo

{e) ‘With -bills of the lost sessfon. - | oo o oiasi. etk +if)

1 All bills exeept final supplemental are included—precise budget requests unknown.

1 All bills nxcept “Fomign
nown) are

are inel;
3 Includes twounusnaii arge budget items not considered orj
2,l"'raaasn.ry bill (this latter item being ¢

and $1,085,000,000 on the
fiscal 1966 :&Empﬂnﬁon)

omign assistance, $4,189
‘Include $201,000,000 for
¢ Undeterminable until the last bill is enacted.

assistance’” (budget request, $4,189,000,000) and final supplemental (budget requests

nally in the Houase: $1,700,000,000 on the Defense bill
fied as a supplement to fiscal 1965 rather than a

fiscal 1066 not included (involving budget requests: Agriculture, $5,782,000,000; public works,
,000,000; and final sup
1967 (grams for airports an

lemental, amounts unknown).
mass transportation).

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. STRATTON, for September 20 and 21,
1965, on account of official business.

Mr. HosMER, for 3 weeks on account of
official business.

Mr. REINECKE (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. FReELINGHUYSEN (at the request of
Mr. GeraLp R. Forp), for an indefinite
period, on account of official business,
as a U.S. delegate to the 20th session of
the General Assembly of the United
Nations.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. FocarTy (at the request of Mr.
ParTeEn), for 5 minutes, today; to revise
and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. Gross, for 30 minutes, on next
Tuesday.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
ReEcorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Burke and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Lairp to revise and extend his re-
marks made during the consideration of
the conference report on H.R. 9221 and
to include tables.

Mr. BENNETT in four stances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HurcHiNsoN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Bop WILSON.

Mr. SHRIVER.

Mr. MarTin of Alabama in five in-
stances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PaTTeEN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MurpaY of New York.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. WAGGONNER.

Mr. Manon to include tabular material
on the Defense appropriation bill and on
the appropriation business of the session.
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SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’'s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

5.2084. An act to provide for scenic de-
velopment and road beautification of the
Federal aid highway systems; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles:

5. 1483. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; and

5.2042. An act to amend section 170 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.948. An act to amend part II of the
District of Columbia Code relating to divorce,
legal separation, and annulment of marriage
in the District of Columbia;

H.R.5883. An act to amend the bonding
provisions of the Labor-Management Report-
ing and Disclosure Act of 1959 and the Wel-
fare and Pension Plans Disclosure Act;

H.R.10014. An act to amend the act of
July 2, 1954, relating to office space in the
districts of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the act of June 27, 1956, re-
lating to office space in the States of Sen-
ators; and

H.R. 10874. An act to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Rallroad
Retirement Tax Act to eliminate certain pro-
visions which reduce spouses’ annuities, to
provide coverage for tips, to increase the base
on which railroad retirement benefits and
taxes are computed, and to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
and a joint resolution of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 3128. An act for the rellef of Angelo
Iannuzzi;

H.R. 3684. An act for the relief of Maj.
Alexander F. Berol, U.S. Army, retired;

HR. 5089. An act to amend section 27,
Merchant Marine Act of 1920, as amended
(46 U.S.C. 883);

H.R. 8218. An act for the relief of Walter
K. Willis;

H.R. 8351. An act for the relief of Clarence
L. Aju and others;

H.R.8761. An act to provide an increase
in the retired pay of certain members of
the former Lighthouse Service;

H.R.9854. An act for the relief of A. T.
Leary; and
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H.J. Res. 504, Joint resolution to facllitate
the admission into the United States of cer-
tain allens,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 42 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, September 20, 1965, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1589. A letter from the Director, Bureau of
the Budget, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting a report indicating the neces-
sity for a supplemental estimate of appro-
priation for the Selective Service System for
fiscal year 1966, pursuant to section 3679 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C.
665); to the Committee on Appropriations.

1590. A letter from the Director of Civil
Defense, Department of the Army, transmit-
ting a report of Federal contributions pro-
gram equipment and facilitles, for the quar-
ter ending June 30, 1965, pursuant to subsec-
tlon 201(i) of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, as amended; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1591. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Properties and Instal-
lations), Office of Assistant Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting revised cost figures of
certain facility projects proposed to be under-
taken for the Alr National Guard, supple-
menting executive communication No. 527,
February 8, 1965, pursuant to the provisions
of 10 US.C. 2233a(1), and authority dele-
gated by the Secretary of Defense; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1592, A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the Secretary of the Army
to adjust the legislative jurisdiction exer-
cised by the United States over lands within
Camp Atterbury, Ind.; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1593. A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, Distriet of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
require that contracts for construction, al-
teration, or repair of any public building or
public work of the District of Columbia be
accompanied by a performance bond pro-
tecting the District of Columbia and by an
additional bond for the protection of persons
furnishing material and labor; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

1594. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Administration, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting a report of receipts and
expenditures for fiscal year 1965, pursuant to
section 15, 43 U.S.C. 1343; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

1505. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting a proposed amendment to
section 301(a)(7) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 235; 8 U.S.C. 1401);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1606. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a report on activities
of the Federal aid in fish restoration program
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, pursu-
ant to section 11, 64 Stat. 430; 16 U.S.C. TTT;

to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committes were delivered to the Clerk for
printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee of conference.
S. 4. An act to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, to estab-
lish the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration, to provide grants for research
and development, to increase grants for con-
struction of municipal sewage treatment
works, to authorize the establishment of
standards of water quality to ald in prevent-
ing, controlling, and abating pollution of in-
terstate waters, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 1022). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 598. A resolution
providing for the consideration of House
Joint Resolution 642, joint resolution to au-
thorize the Architect of the Capitol to con-
struct the third Library of Congress build-
ing in square 732 in the District of Columbia,
to be named the James Madison Memorial
Bullding and to contain a Madison Memorial
Hall, and for other purposes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1023). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. GRAY: Committee on Public Works.
House Joint Resolution 642, Joint resolu-
tion to authorize the Architect of the Capitol
to construct the third Library of Congress
building in square 732 in the District of
Columbia, to be named the James Madison
Memorial Building and to contain a Madison
Memorial Hall, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1024). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. LENNON: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. S. 944. An act to
provide for expanded research and develop-
ment in the marine environment of the
United States, to establish a National Coun-
cil on Marine Resources and Engineering
Development, and a Commission on Marine
Science, Engineering and Resources, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
1025). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COOLEY :

H.R. 11135. A bill to amend and extend the
provisions of the Sugar Act of 1948, as
amended; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. POFF:

H.R.11136. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to designate the Wash-
ington Country Natlonal Parkway, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin:

H.R. 11137. A bill to provide that Federal
savings and loan associations shall be gov-
erned by the same branching restrictions as
are applicable to competing State-chartered
institutions; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 11138. A bill to amend section 18(c¢)
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act to pro-
vide a procedure for adjudicating the pro-
priety of bank mergers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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By Mr. MULTER (by request) :

H.R. 11139. A bill to amend section 5155 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States re-
lating to the establishment and operation of
branches of national banks; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. NIX:

HR. 11140, A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965
as it relates to those areas to be designated
as redevelopment areas; to the Committee on
Public Works,

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

HR.11141. A bill to amend the Universal
Military Training and Service Act so as to
give highest priority for induction into the
Armed Forces to persons who would other-
wise have avoided induction by being married
on August 26, 1965, the date of the Presi-
dent's Executive order amending the Selec-
tive Service Regulations; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. WHALLEY :

H.R. 11142. A bill to amend section 312 of
title 88, United States Code, by providing a
2-year presumptive period of service con-
nection for traumatic aneurysm and malig-
nant tumors (cancer) which develop within
2 years from the date of separation from
active service; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R.11143. A bill to provide educational
assistance to certain veterans of service in
Vietnam; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. McMILLAN:

H. Con. Res. 5132. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional coples
of the hearing on home rule for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on
House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R.11144. A bill for the relief of Cologero
Armandini; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
H.R.11145. A hill for the relief of Nikolas
Illadis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R. 11146, A bill for the relief of Antonio
D'Angelo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.11147. A bill for the relief of John
Marinis; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.R.11148. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Has-

san Vakil; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. GILBERT:

HR.11149. A bill for the relief of Vito
Matranga; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GRAY:

HR.11150. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Catherine Pliakos; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

HR.11151. A bill for the relief of Miss
Yie Chin Kim; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 11162. A bill for the relief of Virglle

Posfay; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

867. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Massachu-
setts, to establish a corporation with suffi-
clent funds to provide, through insurance,
reasonable protection against loss or damage
to property suffered during a riotous or
tumultous assembly of people, which was
referred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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